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The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to provide for
the transfer of enlisted men of the Coast Guard to the Coast
Guard Reserve.”

TEMPORARY ASSISTANT CLERK, COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. BYRNES. From the Committee to Audit and Control
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, I report back favor-
ably, without amendment, Senate Resolution 244, and ask
unanimous consent for its present consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the
request of the Senator from South Carolina?

There being no objection, the resolution (S. Res. 244), sub-
mitted by Mr. AsgursTt on March 2, 1938, was considered and
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the Committee on the Judiciary hereby is author-
ized to employ an assistant clerk to be paid from the contingent
fund of the Senate at the rate of $1,440 per annum until the end
of the present session.

TAX REVISION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant to the order of the
Senate, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished
business.

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R.
9682) to provide revenue, equalize taxation, and for other
purposes.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to
the consideration of executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BANKHEAD in the chair)
laid before the Senate messages from the President of the
United States, submitting several nominations, which were
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

(For nominations this day received, see the end of Senate
proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry
postmasters.

Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, re-
ported favorably, without reservation, Executive C, Seventy-
fifth Congress, third session, a convention signed at Mont-
reux, Switzerland, on May 8, 1937, between His Majesty the
King of Egypt and the United States and certain other coun-
tries, defining the rights of the United States and of the
other capitulatory powers in Egypt consequent upon the
abolition of the capitulatory regime in that country, and
an annex, protocol, and final act relating thereto, and sub-
mitted a report (Ex. Rept. No. 4) thereon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reports will be placed on
the Executive Calendar.

If there be no further reports of committees, the clerk
will state in order the nominations on the Executive Cal-
endar.

REGISTERS OF LAND OFFICES

The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nominations
of registers of land offices.

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous consent that the nom-
inations of registers of land offices be confirmed en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without objection, the nom-
inations of registers of land offices are confirmed en bloc.

POSTMASTERS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nomina-
tions of postmasters.

Mr. BARKLEY. I make the same request as to the nom-
inations of postmasters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without objection, the nom«-
inations of postmasters are confirmed en bloec.

That concludes the calendar.
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RECESS
The Senate resumed legislative session.
Mr, BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess
until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow.
The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 8 minutes
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Thursday,
April 7, 1938, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS
Ezecutive nominations received by the Senate April 6
(legislative day of January 5), 1938
URITED STATES ATTORNEY

J. Charles Dennis, of Washington, to be United States
attorney for the western district of Washington. (Mr. Dennis
is now serving in this office under an appointment which
expired April 3, 1938.)

UNITED STATES MARSHALS

William T. Mahoney, of Alaska, to be United States mar-
shal for the first division of the District of Alaska. (Mr.
Mahoney is now serving in this office under an appointment
which expired April 5, 1938.)

John B. Colpoys, of the District of Columbia, to be United
States marshal for the District of Columbia. (Mr. Colpoys is
now serving in this office under an appointment which expires
April 22, 1938.)

M. Frank Hammond, of Texas, to be United States mar-
shal for the southern district of Texas. (Mr. Hammond is
now serving in this office under an appointment which ex-
pires April 28, 1938.)

CONFIRMATIONS
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate April 6
(legislative day of January 5), 1938
REGISTERS OF LanD OFFICES

Patrick J. Keohane to be register of the land office at
Phoenix, Ariz,

Arthur J. Ewing to be register of the land office at Coeur
d’Alene, Idaho.

Thomas F. Corbally to be register of the land office at
Great Falls, Mont.

William F. Jackson to be register of the land office at The
Dalles, Oreg.

Theodore Wanerus to be register of the land office at
Buffalo, Wyo.

POSTMASTERS
CONNECTICUT
Helen EKathleen O'Brien, Glenville.
MICHIGAN
Eleanor C. Lutz, Pullman.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Albert J. Picard, Derry.
Edward K. Sweeney, Exeter.
OREGON
Georgia G. Casebeer, Bly.
Ruby O. Roberts, Ione,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 6, 1938

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D.,
offered the following prayer:

Our Father’s God, who hast never forsaken Thy children,
continue to help and protect us. May we go forward with
unfaltering footstep and with a deep consciousness of our
responsibilities. Wherever there is a listening soul, there
God is; the light breaks through to show the way. To Three
we lift up our hearts in gratitude and praise for life, health,
and strength. We pray that we may be worthy of the
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inestimable gifts with which Thou hast endowed us. O Lord
God, when we get a glimpse of the gleams of the Master
we feel that we cannot live the life to which He points nor
meet the claims of His promises. Oh, shame us, startle us,
arouse us, and may we arise and be hopeful in our successes
and stronger where we fail. O Prophet of God, subdue us
and help us to serve the humblest need with gladness and
not falter in fear and doubt. By Thy spirit may we keep
the skies clear. In the name of Jesus. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Frazier, ils legislative
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed without amend-
ment a bill of the House of the following title:

H. R. 9605. An act to provide for a commissioned strength
of 14,659 for the Regular Army.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed a
bill of the following title, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

8.3530. An act to amend the National Defense Act of June
3, 1916, as amended, by reestablishing the Regular Army Re-
serve, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the Senate insists upon
its amendment to the bill (H. R. 2904) entitled “An act for
the relief of officers and soldiers of the volunteer service of
the United States mustered into service for the War with
Spain and who were held in service in the Philippine Islands
after the ratification of the treaty of peace, April 11, 1899,
disagreed to by the House; agrees to the conference asked
by the House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. LoeaN, Mr, SCHWELLENBACH, and
Mr, CappEr to be the conferees on the part of the Senate,

The message also announced that the Senate insists upon
its amendment to the bill (H. R. 7104) entitled “An act for
the relief of the estate of F. Gray Griswold,” disagreed to
by the House; agrees to the conference asked by the House
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr. MiLToN, Mr. ELLENDER, and Mr. TowNSEND to
be the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the Vice President has
appointed Mr. DonAHEY, Mr, BRowN of New Hampshire, Mr.
ScEwWARTZ, Mr. McNary, and Mr. BoraH members on the part
of the Senate of the Special Joint Congressional Committee
to Investigate the Tennessee Valley Authority, as provided
for in Public Resolution No. 83, approved April 4, 1938.

UNEMPLOYMENT AND RELIEF

Mr. LAMBETH. Mr. Speaker, from the Committee on
Printing, I report back favorably (H. Rept. No. 2095) a reso-
lution and ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate Concurrent Resolution 28

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concur-
ring), That in accordance with paragraph 3 of section 2 of the
Printing Act approved March 1, 1907, the Special Committee to
Investigate Unemployment and Relief of the Senate be, and is
hereby, authorized and empowered to have printed for its use
1,000 additional copies of the hearings held before said committee
during the current session on the resolution (8. Res. 36) creating
8 special committee to investigate unemployment and relief,

The resolution was agreed to, and a motion to reconsider
was laid on the table.

RULES FOR CIVIL PROCEDURE

Mr. LAMBETH. Mr, Speaker, from the Committee on

Printing I report back favorably (H. Rept. No. 2097) a
resolution and ask for its immediate consideration.

The Cleark read as follows:

House Concurrent Resolution 47

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring),
That the Notes to the Rules of Civil Procedure for the District
Courts of the United States, prepared under the direction of the
Advisory Committee on Rules for Civil Procedure, be printed as
& House document; and that 26,000 additional copies shall be
printed, of which 17,000 copies shall be for the use of the House
document room and 0,000 coples shall be for the use of the Senate
document room,
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The resolution was agreed to, and a motion to reconsider
was laid on the table.
RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE
Mr. LAMBETH. Mr. Speaker, from the Committee on
Printing I report back favorably (H. Rept. No. 2096) a
resolution and ask for its immediate consideration.
The Clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 458

Resolved, That 8,000 additional copies of House Document No,
480, current session, entitled “A letter from the Attorney General
of the United States transmitting the Rules of Civil Procedure
for the District Courts of the United States,” be printed for the
use of the House document room.

The resolution was agreed to, and a motion to reconsider
was laid on the table.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend my remarks on House Joint Resolution
627, introduced by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
Woobrum1.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the reguest of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. BinpERUP asked and was given permission to extend
his remarks in the Recorbp.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con=
sent to extend my remarks in the Recorp by inserting therein
a radio address on the reorganization bill made by myself.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein the
final section of the report on the general survey of American
youth problems by the American Youth Commission of Wash-
ington, D. C.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to proceed for 1 minute,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, yesterday the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Roesion] during his speech
kindly yielded to me for this gquestion:

Mr. Gray of Pennsylvania. And that is to ask the gentleman from
Eentucky if he remembers how long it is since the distinguished
gentleman from New York [Mr, Smovice], who addressed the Com-
mittee just before the gentleman from New York [Mr. O'ConnNoR]
delivered a speech in this House tracing the origin of the New
Deal to Earl Marx?

When the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. McKeouvca] had
the floor shortly afterward the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Sirovicel, having received permission from the gen-
tleman from Illinois, made this statement:

Mr. SmovicH. I left to go to the cloakroom and while away I
understand the distinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GrAaY| made the statement that I had made a speech on the
floor of the House in which I traced the birth of the New Deal
to Karl Marx. I want to denounce that as a false statement.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Pennsylvania may proceed for 1 addi-
tional minute.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr,
Srtack] asks unanimous consent that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania may proceed for 1 additional minute,

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I feel that I must object.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. I want only a minute to
quote the REcorp. A Member has the right to do that.

Mr. RAYBURN. I have no objection to the gentleman’s
correcting the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania? '

There was no objection.
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Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. On page 1601 of the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp for February 6, 1935, in a speech by the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Smrovice], after a discussion
of Karl Marx and Engels, appears this statement:

This, In short, Mr. Speaker, constitutes the principles, ideals,
and philosophy behind the socialistic concepts found in Earl
Marx's Kapital.

The works of Marx and Engels marked the beginning of the class
struggle. In them was made the earnest appeal for a new-deal
era of socialistic development for the workers.

All this was theory. The way was pointed out to practice, bu
practical application was not forthcoming. The doctrines of Marx-
Engels spread to Belgium, France, and England, and in Germany.
In Germany the militant figure of Ferdinand Lassalle, fought for
the Marx-Engels socialistic pro Lassalle was born in 1825,
dying in a duel in 1864, Lassalle's contribution saw three stages
in the development of labor: The ancient and feudal period which,
through the subjection of the laborer, sought solidarity without
freedom; the relgn of capital and the middle classes established
in 1789, which sought freedom by destroying solidarity; and the
new-deal era, beginning in 1848, which would reconcile solidarity
with freedom by the introduction of the principle of socialism.

It is significant to note that it was in the year of 1848 that
the Communist manifesto was issued by the worthy Marx and
Engels.

EXPERIMENTAL ATR-MAIL SERVICES

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 7448) to provide
for experimental air-mail services to further develop safety,
efficiency, and economy, and for other purposes, with Senate
amendments thereto, and agree to the Senate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate amendments, as follows:

Page 1, line 8, after “areas”, insert “and including the utilization
of patented articles and equipment upon payment of just compen-
sation therefor.”

Page 2, after line 20, insert:

“Sec, 3. The first sentence of subsection (f) of section 3 of the
act entitled “An act to revise air-mail laws, and to establish a
commission to make a report to the Congress recommending an
aviation policy”, approved June 12, 1934, as amended (U. 8. C,,
1934 ed., Supp. II, title 39, sec. 468A (f), Public, No. 420, approved
January 14, 1938), is amended to read as follows:

“*(f) The Postmaster General shall not award contracts for air-
mail routes or extend such routes in excess of an aggregate of
40,000 miles, and shall not pay for air-mail transportation on such
routes and extensions in excess of an annual aggregate of 60,000,000
airplane-miles.” "

Page 2, after line 20, insert:

“Sec. 4. That subsection (¢) of section 8 of the act entitled ‘An
act to revise mir-mail laws, and to establish a commission to make
& report to the Congress recommending an aviation policy’, ap-
proved June 12, 1934, as amended, is amended to read as follows:

*‘(e) If, in the opinion of the Postmaster General, the public
interest requires it, he may grant extensions at any point of any
route: Provided, That the aggregate mileage of all such extensions
on any one route shall not exceed 250 miles, and that the rate
of pay for such extensions shall not be In excess of the rate per
mile fixed for the service thus extended.'”

Page 2, after line 20, insert:

“Sec. 5. Subsection (d) of section 7 of the act entitled ‘An act
to revise air-mail laws, and to establish a commission to make a
report to the Congress recommending an aviation policy’, approved
June 12, 1934, as amended, is amended to read as follows:

**(d) No person shall be qualified to enter upon the performance
of, or thereafter to hold an air-mall contract, if it pays any officer,

, or regular employee compensation in any form whether as
salary, bonus, commission, or otherwise, at a rate exceeding $17,600
per year for full time: Provided, That it shall be unlawful for any
officer or regular employee to draw & Balary of more than $17,500
per year from any air-mail contractor, or a salary from any other
company if such salary from any company makes his total compen-
sation more than $17,5600 per year.’”

Page 2, after line 20, insert:

“Sec. 6. Whenever he shall find it to be in the public interest,
because of the nature of the terrain and the impracticability of
surface transportation, the Postmaster General may award con-
tracts for the transportation of any or all classes of mail by air-
plane upon star routes not over 200 airplane-miles in length by
direct flight between termini, payment for such service to be made
from the appropriation for inland transportation by star routes:
Provided, That all laws and regulations not in conflict with this
section governing star routes shall be applicable to contracts made
under the authority of this section: Provided further, That the
base rate of pay which may be allowed in awarding such con-
tracts shall not exceed 20 cents per airplane-mile for a load not

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

4855

exceeding 250 of mail, and not exceeding 1 cent per air-
plane-mile for each 20 pounds of mail carried in excess of the
250-pound limit, except that in the discretion of the Postmaster
General a higher base rate of pay may be allowed in awarding
contract for carrying mail over circuitous routes of less than 75
miles in 1 : And provided further, That the provisions .of the
act of June 12, 1934 (48 Stat. 933), as amended by the act of
August 14, 1935 (49 Stat. 614), shall not apply to the transpor-
tation of mail under this section: And provided further, That the
Postmaster General shall not award more than five contracts for
the transportation of mail under the authority of this section.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from New
York tell us what these amendments mean?

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Speaker, the House sent over to the
Senate a bill allowing the Post Office Department to initiate
air-mail schedules on which certain safety appliances and
equipment would be applied, in order that their use might
be developed on a purely air-mail schedule rather than on a
passenger schedule. The Senate added an amendment to
that bill increasing the route mileage limitation from 35,000
to 40,000 miles, and the flown mileage limitation from 52,-
000,000 to 60,000,000 airplane miles. All of this is permissive
only, and, of course, requires an appropriation before becom-
ing a reality.

The Senate also adopted another amendment which allows
the Post Office Department to institute star-route services of
not to exceed 200 miles similar to the service now in exist-
ence in Hawaii and Alaska, where all classes of mail may be
carried by airplane and paid for out of the star-route appro-
priation. This service is particularly necessary in the winter
season when it is impossible to convey the mail either by
train or dog team in certain sections of the United States.
Therefore, the bill that comes back is the experimental bill
passed by the House with amendments permitting the exten-
sion of the air-mail service and with regard to star-route
services.

Mr. SNELL. May I ask the gentleman a question in refer-
ence to the Star Route Service? As I understand from his
explanation, this does not materially affect the star routes
in existence at the present time in the main part of the
United States.

Mr. MEAD. No; it does not.

Mr. SNELL. It is entirely agreeable to all members of the
committee?

Mr. MEAD. Yes. I discussed this matter with the mem-
bers of my committee.

Mr. RICH. Do I understand that the gentleman is going
to extend the Air Mail Service 10,000,000 miles?

Mr. MEAD. No. This is 8,000,000 scheduled or flight
miles. For example, we may have between Pittsburgh and
New York four daily services. We might increase that, we
will say, to six services. The scheduled miles are the miles
flown by the ship on all schedules, both going and coming,
while the air-mail mileage is the ground mileage between
Pittsburgh and New York. The scheduled miles between
Pittsburgh and New York may be 10,000 miles, while the air
mileage would not exceed 500 miles.

Mr. RICH. You are increasing the number of trips?

Mr. MEAD. Yes. We allow an increase in the schedule
of the air-mail miles within the appropriation.

Mr, RICH. Do the revenues pay for the service that is
rendered?

Mr. MEAD. On the larger lines they are paying for the
services rendered.

Mr. RICH. Then this will in no way cause the Post Office
Department to go further in the red?

Mr. MEAD. Not at all. That Department will not spend
another cent gver and above that contained in the air-mail
appropriation.

Mr. RICH. This is something new, and we ought to con-
gratulate the gentleman on that, because we have been going
in the red too far, and we should try to get the receipts up.

Mr. MEAD. The gentleman’s congratulations are 4 years
too late. We have been out of the red for 4 years in the Post
Office Department.

Mr. RICH. The reports do not show that.
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Mr. MEAD. Perhaps not the way the gentleman reads
them.

Mr RICH. We have 3-cent postage, and we will never get
back to the 2-cent postage again. You have now used up all
the expenses and the Post Office Department is $80,000,000
in the red.

Mr. CARLSON. The genitleman remembers when we
passed the bill in the House it provided for an extension of
250 miles, and we provided in our bill that these extensions
could take effect at any place on the air-mail route, not at
the end of the route. Is that provision in this bill?

Mr. MEAD. That provision is still in the bill, and I may
say to the gentleman who sponsored the amendment that it
was done in order that we might expand our air-mail serv-
ices in the central portion of the country, whereas under the
old law the extensions were only granted at the end of the
line. That stopped development in the center of the country.

The Senate amendments were concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr, O’'NEAL of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp, and to
include therein a speech delivered by my colleague, Hon.
ANDREW J. Mav.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Kenfucky?

There was no objection.

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Appendix of the REcORD,
and to include therein two letters on the subject of revision
of remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection. .

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend my own remarks in the Recorp, and in-
clude therein a statement of Judge Ben C. Dawkins as to
the crowded conditions existing in the District Court for the
Western District of Louisiana.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. DOCKEWEILER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con=
sent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp on the sub-
ject of labor and wages and hours.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION

Mr. PACE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House, and in connection therewith to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. PACE. Mr. Speaker, there seems to be no dispute
from any source that the agencies of government are badly
in need of reorganization.

Since commencing my service as a Member of Congress I
have tried to make a special study of the operation of the
Federal Government and the activities of the different de-
partments and bureaus of the Government, so that I could
be of better service to the people of my district. The activi-
ties of the Government have been expanded to such an extent
that they now affect the daily lives of every man, woman,
and child in the Nation and in order to be of t!le best service
to the people I think it is necessary that every Member of
Congress should acquaint himself fully with every govern-
mental activity.

But I must confess that while I have made a special study
during my 2 years in Congress I am still a long way from
getting acquainted with the duties and functions of the
numerous departments and agencies. It seems to me that
when these departments and bureaus are so numerous that
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even a Member of Congress cannot easily become acquainted
with their activities it must be admitted that we need con-
solidation, reduction, and simplification.

For 150 years Congress has created new departments and
bureaus without any apparent effort at uniformity or coor-
dination. It seems that when some new function of govern-
ment was undertaken a new department or bureau would be
created to carry out the purpose desired. What is the result?
First we have the 10 departments as follows: Department of
Agriculture, Department of Commerce, Interior Department,
Department of Justice, Labor Department, Navy Depart-
ment, Post Office Department, Department of State, Treasury
Department, War Department.

Then we have 142 bureaus and agencies, as follows: The
Aeronautical Board; the Alley Dwelling Authority: American
Battle Monuments Commission; Board of Tax Appeals; Cen-
tral Statistical Board; Civil Service Commission; Columbia
Institution for the Deaf; Commission of Fine Arts: Com-
mission fo the International Exposition on Art and Technique
in Modern Life; Commodity Credit Corporation: Council of
National Defense; District of Columbia Government: Elec-
tric Home and Farm Authority; Emergency Conservation
Work; Employees’ Compensation Commission; Export-Im-
port Bank of Washington; Farm Credit Administration; Fed-
eral Board of Surveys and Maps; Federal Communications
Commission; Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation: Fed-
eral Emergency Administration of Public Works: Federal
Home Loan Bank Board; Federal Housing Administration;
Federal Power Commission; Federal Prison Industries, Inc.;
Federal Reserve System, Board of Governors; Federal Sav-
ings and Loan Insurance Corporation; Federal Surplus Com-=
modities Corporation; Federal Trade Commission; Foreign
Service Buildings Commission; General Accounting Office;
General Claims Arbitration, United States and Mexico: Great
Lakes Exposition Commission; Greater Texas and Pan Amer-
ican Exposition Commission; Home Owners’ Loan Corpora-
tion; Industrial Cooperation; Inland Waterways Corporaton;
International Boundary Commission, United States, Alaska,
and Canada; International Boundary Commission, United
States and Mexico; International Fisheries Commission, United
States and Canada; International Joint Commission; Inter-
state Commerce Commission; the Joint Board; the Joint
Economy Board; Maritime Commission; Mixed Claims Com-
mission; National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics: the
National Archives; the National Archives Council; National
Capital Park and Planning Commission; the National Emer-
gency Council; National Labor Relations Board; National Me-
diation Board; National Railroad Adjustment Board; Na-
tional Resources Committee; National Youth Administration;
Pan American Sanitary Bureau; Pan American Union: the
Panama Canal; Perry’s Victory and International Peace
Memorial Commission; Prison Industries Reorganization
Administration; Railroad Administration; Railroad Retire-
ment Board; Reconstruction Finance Corporation; Rural
Electrificationn Administration; Securities and Exchange
Commission; Smithsonian Institution; Social Security
Board; Soldiers’ Home; Special Mexican Claims Commission:
Tariff Commission; Tennessee Valley Authority; Veterans’
Administration; War Finance Corporation; Washington Na-
tional Monument Society; Works Progress Administration;
Division of Research and Statistics; Comptroller of the Cur-
rency; Public Debt Service; Commissioner of Accounts and
Deposits; Bureau of Internal Revenue: Federal Alcohol Ad-
ministration; Bureau of Narcotics; Bureau of Customs: Mint
Bureau; Bureau of Engraving and Printing: Procurement
Division; United States Coast Guard; Public Health Service;
Bureau of the Budget; Bureau of Insular Affairs; National
Guard Bureau; Bureau of Navigation; Bureau of Ordnance:
Bureau of Construction and Repair; Bureau of Engineering;
Bureau of Medicine and Surgery; Bureau of Aeronautics;
Bureau of Supplies and Accounts; Bureau of Yards and
Docks; General Land Office; Cadastral Engineering Service:
Office of Indian Affairs; Office of Education; Federal Board
for Vocational Education; Geological Survey; Bureau of
Reclamation; National Park Service; Bureau of Mines; Ter-
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ritorial Officers; Puerto Rico Reconstruction Administration;
Bureau of Agricultural Economics; Bureau of Agricultural
Engineering; Bureau of Animal Industry; Bureau of Bio-
logical Survey; Land Acquisition Division; Bureau of Chem=-
istry and Soils; Bureau of Dairy Industry; Bureau of
Entomology and Plant Quarantine; Food and Drug Admin-
istration; Forest Service; Commodity Exchange Adminis-
tration; Bureau of Home Economics; Bureau of Plant In-
dustry; Bureau of Public Roads; Soil Conservation Service;

Weather Bureau; Farm Security Administration; Bureau of

Air Commerce; Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce;
National Bureau of Standards; Bureau of Fisheries; Bureau
of Lighthouses: Coast and Geodetic Survey; Bureau of
Marine Inspection and Navigation; Patent Office; Bureau
of Labor Statistics; Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice; Children’s Bureau; Women’s Bureau; United States
Employment Service; United States Housing Corporation.

No private business in this Nation could operate very long
under the system we have in the Federal Government. Many
of these bureaus and agencies are carrying on work of very
much the same character, and, to my surprise, I find that one
bureau or agency does not know what the other is doing.
The duplication and overlapping of work is startling. Many
have more employees than are needed, more employees than
can find useful work to do, and I am convinced that millions
and millions of dollars can be saved through proper consolida-
tion and simplification.

There is no public question that interests me any more
than efficiency and economy in government. The people who
pay the taxes are entitled to have their money spent in an
efficient and economical manner. One of the reasons our
people object to high taxes today is because they see and
know that a great deal of their money is being thrown away.
It was, therefore, very disappointing to me to hear the state-
ment by those who are sponsoring the reorganization bill
that it will not do much toward securing efficiency and econ-
omy, and I hope before we pass the bill it can be corrected
and perfected in such manner as to bring about more effi-
ciency in our Government and a more economical operation
of our Government,

I am also disappointed that this great question of reorgan-
ization and consolidation has been beclouded by partisan
attacks and cries of dictatorship. Many of you seem to forget,
in your attacks upon the President, that we are also threat-
ened with a dictatorship of bureaucracy.

I am as jealous as any man of the rights of the people and
the constitutional authority of the Congress, and I shall not
vote to abridge or surrender either. But in my eagerness to
secure efficiency and economy in government I do not intend
to be swept off my feet by political or partisan issues. Con-
gress has tried for years to reduce and consolidate these
numerous bureaus and agencies, but the officials and hundreds
of thousands of employees in these bureaus have been able
to defeat those efforts. I am convinced that the only way
in which we will be able to secure an efficient and economical
program is by permitting some impartial agency to work out
a plan and the enormous details and submit it to the Con-
gress for its consideration and approval, and frankly I know
of no single objection to requesting the President, through
trained experts, to work out a plan of reorganization and
consolidation of these numerous bureaus and agencies, with-
out interference with those which are and must remain inde-
pendent and of a quasi-judicial character, and then submit
it for approval to the authority upon which rests the consti-
tutional right and duty to legislate; that is, the Congress of
the United States.

I want to see more business in government and less gov-
ernment in business, and my appeal is that we consider this
question of reorganization as businessmen, free from the pas-
sions of partisanship and politics; that we preserve and pro-
tect every right and duty of the Congress; that we recognize
and respect every right and duty of the President; and that
we proceed in an orderly, lawful, and constitutional manner
in seeking and securing an administration of the functions
of government along the lines of efficiency and economy. We
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can pass on to our children no greater inheritance nor per-
form a greater service to those who are toda.y groaning under
the burden of taxation.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein
two brief addresses, one by the Governor of my State on the
development of rural New England, and the other on trends
in government, by Mr. A. W. Simpson, commissioner of public
welfare of my State.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Vermont?

There was no objection.

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp, and include
therein a statement by John T. Flynn, economist.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

THE AMERICAN PURGE

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to address the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

THE WORKINGMAN'S JOB IS AT STAKE

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, we are fighting today to
defeat the passage of the reorganization bill, which millions
of our people believe will enable the present dictatorship in
Washington to, under the guise of legality, add to and con-
solidate its dictatorial powers.

There is another branch of our Government which, pre-
tending to act under legal authority heretofore granted, is
liquidating the employers in our land as surely, as syste-
matically, and as effectively, as the Russian butchers
slaughtered the kulaks.

True, the purge now being carried on is not as bloody.
It is just as disastrous and has the disadvantage of leaving
those who feel its force upon the relief roll instead of in a
grave.

There are exceptions. It is to one of these that the atten-
tion of the membership of the House is called, especially
those Members who. have in the districts in which they live
men who, through the years, have built up an industry and
have been giving employment, in the aggregate, to hundreds
of thousands of workers.

Here is the story. In 1930 the Kiddie Kover Manufac-
turing Co. came into existence in the beautiful little city of
Grand Haven, Kent County, Mich. Arthur L. Colten was
the manager, an industrious, conscientious, patriotic Ameri-
can, the head of a typical American family—a wife and six
children.

The company gave employment to some 200 persons. When
Governor Murphy gave encouragement to the unlawful ac-
tivities of John L. Lewis and his C. I. O. in its invasion of
Michigan and the seizure of the General Motors plants at
Flint and elsewhere, this little company was caught in the
backwash.

A disagreement with the union, a C. I. O. affiliate, occurred.
A strike was called. There was violence. A peace officer was
assaulted. Three of the strikers were arrested for the assault.
One, an 18-year-old girl, who had worked at the plant for
less than 2 months; the other two, men who had never
worked at the plant.

The two men, after a jury trial, were sentenced to prison;
the girl was given 6 months in jail, and was pardoned by
Governor Murphy after serving 2 weeks.

Charges were brought by the National Labor Relations
Board. The usual hearing followed, with the usual result.
The company was found guilty of unfair labor practices,
and the Board ordered that the strikers be reinstated within
10 days.
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A copy of this order issued by the Board, which had per-
secuted and harassed him for more than a year, was finally
received by Mr. Colten.

Realizing that the business to which he had given his life’s
best efforts could no longer exist, when warred upon by the
Federal Government, Colten Sunday went to his room in his
home, and clutching the order of the Board in one hand,
with a .32 caliber pistol, shot himself. He died two hours
later, leaving the six children and the widow.

Will Lewis, the Committee for Industrial Organization, the
National Labor Relations Board, or the New Deal adminis-
tration, which dispenses the more abundant life, care for the
children and the widow and continue to give employment to
those employees who have heretofore worked for the company
;vl;lscgl Mr. Colten managed? Or will the workers find other

0

This is one instance where the end not only was tragic but
cost a life—the life of a man who was persecuted, hounded,
and driven to his death by an agency of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

If this were an isolated instance it might be attributed to
the nervous or mental condition of a man who could no
longer endure persecution and it might be passed by as
an incident in the great scheme of the giving of the more
abundant life.

While in other cases persecution by this Board has not re-
sulted fatally, unfortunately its activities have resulted time
and time again in the wrecking of an industrial concern, in
the depriving of workers of their jobs, of stockholders of their
source of income, i

It has added to the unemployment rolls, to the relief rolls,
to the depression.

You may shut your eyes; you may argue, but the cold, stark
fact remains that, in plant after plant, the National Labor
Relations Board has issued orders which will inevitably re-
sult in producing unemployment, in the closing of industrial
plants, junking of factories, bankruptcy to many a struggling
concern.

One union gains an ascendancy and demands a closed-
shop contract. Members of another union stage a pitched
battle in retaliation. In the adjoining town or the next State
the opposite union is the collective-baigaining agency. It
demands a closed shop and the battle by the opposing faction
is brought on.

The employer, caught in the strife between the two, is
ground to powder, the savings of a lifetime wasted, the indus-
try destroyed.

Men are sick of relief jobs, of direct relief orders. Men
want work. Employers want to give men work. They
cannot do it while the policies of this administration con-
tinue in force.

The taking possession of industries in Italy was one of the
excuses used by Mussolini for the seizure of industrial plants.
Are those who here in America are taking possession of fac-
tories, closing them by force of demands which cannot be met,
preparing the ground for a revolution?

We know the remedy to be the amendment of the Wagner
law and a house cleaning in the N. L. R. B., purging it of that
type who physically resemble and who intellectually entertain
the views of the Russian Communists.

Are we too fearful of our political lives to perform the duty
which rests upon us and which we know must some day, and
that right soon, if our democracy is to be preserved, be per-
formed by this legislative body?

We fear the dangers which may follow the passage of the
reorganization bill, but today, now, all over this country, the
National Labor Relations Board, aided by its ally, the Senate
Civil Liberties Committee, is tyrannically destroying industry,
the freedom of the worker, and sowing the seed which will
inevitably, if this course continues, bring civil war.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. LAMNECE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein
a radio address delivered last night by my distinguished col-
league the gentleman from New York [Mr. O'CoNNoORI.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr, Speaker, I move that the House re-
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the further consideration of the hill
(5. 3331) to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Gov-
ernment, extending the classifled civil service, establishing
a General Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, and
for other purposes; and pending that motion, I ask unani-
mous consent that general debate close in 3 hours,

Mr. CHURCH. I object.

Mr., JARRETT. I object.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr, Speaker, will the gen-
tlemen withhold their objection for a moment?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, if I hold the floor I will
withhold the objection. I do not want to lose my right to
the fioor.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, may I suggest to the gentleman from
Missouri in view of the many requests for time that debate
run throughout the day and the bill be taken up for reading
under the 5-minute rule tomorrow?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, I have the floor. I object.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman withhold
his’ objection?

Mr. CHURCH. Yes, Mr. Speaker; if I may hold the floor,
I will reserve it.

Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman from Illinois just objects
to the 3 hours?

Mr. CHURCH. Yes.

Mr. TABER. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker,
it would seem to me that general debate should run through
the day. I would think that in some way we might find a
way of closing debate tonight without serious embarrass-
ment. We will have to cut down the time of some of those
who want to speak; that is, not give them as much time as
we wguld like to give them, but we will be able to give every-
body an opportunity in that time, I should think.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, in view of the senti-
ment expressed by the gentleman from New York [Mr.,
O'CoNNOR]——

Mr, CHURCH, Mr. Speaker, I did not yield to the gen=
tleman. I still have the floor.

The SPEAEKER. The gentleman is modifying his request,
The gentleman from Missouri is recognized.

Mr. RAYBURN. I ask for the regular order, Mr. Speaker,
so the gentleman may object now.

Mr. CHURCH. I object. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman has already objected.

Mr. CHURCH. I object.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Illinois object
to the unanimous-consent request, as submitted by the gen=
tleman from Missouri, for 3 hours?

Mr. CHURCH. I am objecting, yes, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr, Speaker, in view of the statement
made by the gentleman from New York [Mr. O'CoNnNoRl, as
well as the statement made by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Taser], I ask unanimous consent that general
debate on the bill close when the House adjourns tonight.

Mr. CHURCH. I object.

Mr. O’'CONNOR of New York. Will the gentleman with=
hold his objection?

Mr. CHURCH. I withhold my objection at the request of
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. Let the Chair submit the request of the
gentleman from Missouri.

The gentleman from Missouri, pending his motion to go
into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union, asks unanimous consent that general debate on the
pending bill be closed at the conclusion of today’s pro=
ceedings.
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Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. Speaker, I have discussed this with the distinguished
maljority leader and others, and I think that is a reasonable
request, If we have the rest of the day for general debate
and take up the reading of the bill tomorrow, I believe that
will accommodate everybody. Of course, everybody knows
my position on the bill.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. Is it definitely understood there will be
no reading of the bill today?

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I understand the reading
of the bill will not start until tomorrow.

Mr. COCHRAN. Under the request it could not start until
tomorrow, because the request provides that general debate
continue until the House adjourns tonight.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from
New York yield?

Mr. O’'CONNOR of New York. Yes.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Is there any reason why some definite
date could not be fixed with respect to when we will come
to a vote on this bill? In the other body it is possible for
Members to know a little bit in advance about when they
are going to vote on a pending measure.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York, Of course, we are going to
come to a vote on this bill about 1 o’clock tomorrow, when I
submit my motion to strike out the enacting clause. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. O'MALLEY. There are a good many Members who
have gone along in this debate who are entitled to some con-
sideration.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from New
York yield to me?

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I yield.

Mr. SNELL. I have been as insistent as any man on this
side on having reasonable time to discuss this important
legislation, and I think if we do run along until tonight and
there is no special effort made to adjourn until everyone has
had a reasonable opportunity to express himself, this will
meet the situation fairly, and I therefore have no objection
to the request made by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
CocHRAN].

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SNELL. Yes.

Mr. COCHRAN. I will promise the gentleman that so far
as I am concerned, I shall not move to rise until I have an
agreement with the gentleman from New York.

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to object
to ask the chairman of the committee a question.

Mr. MAVERICK. Regular order, Mr. Speaker. There is
no reason for us to keep on talking here about this.

Mr. STACK. Will the gentleman agree to give those of
us on this side of the aisle who are opposed to the hill
some time?

Mr. COCHRAN. I have requests for time before me and
I may say that over half of the requests, which will be
granted, are from those in opposition to the bill.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
Ject, I would like to ask the distinguished chairman of the
committee if he will be kind enough to inform the House
of the contents of the amendment the committee proposes
to offer to the committee amendment with reference to hav-
ing a concurrent resolution? As I understand it, the com-
mittee has had a good deal of difficulty in working out the
amendment which the committee intends to present to the
House as being constitutional, and I submit that some of
the rest of us would like to have a little time to examine
the amendment. May I ask the gentleman if he will give
us an opportunity to see the amendment and study its con-
tents?

Mr. COCHRAN. I may say to the gentleman from Wis-
consin that the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KNIFFIN] is pre-
paring that amendment. I have not had an opportunity to
talk with the gentleman this morning and I do not know
whether the amendment has been prepared in final form,
but as soon as it is ready, I shall inform the gentleman.
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Mr. BOILEAU. Can the gentleman give us any assurance
as to when it will be ready? The request with respect to
the amendment was made last Saturday, and I think we
ought to have some idea now as to what is going to be in the
amendment.

Mr. COCHRAN. I will guarantee the gentleman that as
soon as it is available I shall do my best to see that he
gets the information. -

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

The motion was agreed fo.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill S. 3331, the Government re-
organization bill, with Mr. McCormack in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Frep M. ViNson].

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Mr, Chairman, it will be my pur-
pose to speak to the bill, and particularly that part of the
bill, title IIT, generally referred to as the General Accounting
Office title. It is rather amusing to me to hear statements
made concerning this bill and concerning the select com-
mittee handling the bill with reference to their independence
or, rather, lack of independence.

Mr. Chairman, we report this bill fo you as the agents and
servants of the House. We bring it to you after months of
deliberation, The history in connection with this committee
may cause some folks to realize that the independence of the
committee and the independence of all members of the com-
mittee have been what you would have it be. The committee
was formed by your vote on January 19, 1937. Two resolu-
tions were voted, and the House, by your vote, set up a
committee to bring in proposed legislation in regard to the
reorganization of the executive agencies of our Government.
The Speaker of this House appointed the committee. I
considered it a signal honor to have been charged with this
responsibility even though—and the Speaker will bear me
out—TI said to him that because of other work that had been
imposed upon me here I preferred not to serve upon the
committee. He asked me to serve, and I accepted the re-
sponsibility. From the moment of appointment until now
the committee has had independence of thought and inde-
pendence of action. We met with the joint committee and
we had 13 days of hearings. In addition to that the select
committee of the Senate had hearings. In addition to that
the Byrd select committee had hearings. Thousands of
pages were printed upon the subject of reorganization. The
House committee broke up into subcommittees and we
worked for days and weeks in regard to the particular bills
to which the subcommittees directed their attention.

I am speaking now in connection with the General Ac-
counting Office bill and tell you that the hearings will show
that this bill is an evolution, an evolvement, from the ex-
periences of the Government and from the studies and ex-
periences of members of the committee in their own right.

Opponents of this measure still talk about the abolition of
the General Accounting Office. The General Accounting
Office is not abolished in the House bill. The recommenda-
tion of the Brownlow committee was to abolish the Gen-
eral Accounting Office and to put the functions of control
in the hands of the Treasury. With independence, your
committee said, “No; that the General Accounting Office
by and large had done a good job, and we wanted to continue
that agency.” The record is clear that the General Ac-
counting Office has not performed the function for which
it was set up. If you will talk with people in the General
Accounting Office who are fair, they will tell you they have
not made an independent audit from the time they came
into being.

The question of putting the control functions in the Bud-
get came up after we had prepared our bill. The original
Senate bill, S. 2700, was introduced on June 23, 1937. We
had prepared our bill before that time and had it ready for
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submission to the subcommittee and then to the full com-
mittee. It was reported to the House in August.

Folks who prate of their love for the Constitution, I ask
you to hear me now. Folks who say that they respect the
Constitution, I ask your ear. On last Friday I made a
speech in this place and recounted the history relative to
the control of expenditures by the Federal Government. I
started with the Constitutional Convention. I referred to
the Madison amendment in the First Congress. I referred
to contemporaneous construction for 131 years. I referred to
testimony before the select committee on the Budget and
Accounting Act in 1919, seeking to have an independent
audit, so that the Congress would know how the people’s
money was being spent.

I referred to Supreme Court decisions, the Myers case, the
Springer case, strong opinions rendered by the Supreme
Court of the United States in respect of the power of Con-
gress “to deal with the property of Government by making
rules and not by executing them.” I referred to Stockman
against Liddy—a Colorado case—and to the Tremaine
case—a New York case—as well as the Mitchell opinion.

Mr, Chairman, those who believe in the maintenance of
constitutional government, I challenge you to say that the
fathers in the Constitutional Convention—that Madison and
those in the First Congress, and those who lived during the
131 years down to 1921, did not know how to interpret the
Constitution and the divisions of power. I recall as witnesses
the testimony before the committees when the Budget and
Accounting Act was being considered. I call as a witness in
regard to this subject a statement in our own hearings made
by a great American, a man who won distinction for him-
self as a lawyer and a lawmaker in both the House and the
Senate of the United States, a man who loved the Consti-
tution.

I refer to the late Joseph T. Robinson, who was chairman
of the Joint Committee on Organization. I read from a
statement he made in those hearings, mainly for the pur-
pose of giving you his views and likewise to show you that
this is a novel proposition. The idea of control of expendi-
tures and a real check in the legislative branch is not a new
scheme. It did not come here overnight. "

I did some work in regard to this matter and presented
my views to the joint committee. I will not bore you with
those views at this time, but I will read what Senator Rob-
‘inson said in regard to the constitutional control of expendi-
tures and a real check in the legislative branch is not a new
legislative agency.

The following colloquy led up to this statement made by
Chairman Robinson:

Representative Vinson. The question of power there is a very
serious one, I think, Senator Byro. When that agency is of the
legislative, to my mind, it is beyond our power. I dislike to reach
that conclusicn, too; but I think the authorities make it rather
clear that after Congress appropriates money, with limitations that
~anything that it wants as to spending, that then it is a responsi-
bility of the Executive as to the spending of that money.

Senator Byrp, Only to this extent, I think, Mr. Vinsow, If Con-
gress appropriates the money and says it shall be spent in a cer-
taln way, namely, bids shall be asked for and a number of restric-
tions shall be required, then I think Congress has a right to know
these appropriations have been legally expended in accordance with
the law.

Representative Vinson. Congress may have a right to know, and
should know, how it is spent, but getting rid of that particular
money is an executive function. And if the Executive fails to live
up to the law, why Congress can refuse the appropriation next
time; but Congress, in my opinion, cannot tie a rope on to a dollar
and hand it over to the Executive and still control the manner
of the expenditure by the Executive.

Senator Byrp. Of course, I am not a lawyer and know nothing
about the Constitution, but I should certainly think Congress has
a right to prescribe the ways and means whereby the money shall
be properly spent.

Representative Cocuran. Congress can limit the purposes of the
expenditures, but there are numerous decisions to support Mr.
Vinson’'s contention.

The CHAIRMAN, I think the Comptroller General regards himself
&8s an agent of the Congress rather than as an agent of the Execu-
tive. I have talked with him personally and he has emphasized
the fact that the Comptroller General is the legislative agent.

Senator Bymp. That is the basis of the act.

. L] . . . . .
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The CHAIRMAN (Senator Robinson). And therefore the pertinency
of the remark of the gentleman from EKentucky—can Congress,
after it makes an appropriation, through its agent, which is the
same as it is itself for the purposes of this discussion, control the
expenditure? The point that Mr, Vinson makes is, to my mind,
a very clear one; namely, that after the appropriation has been
made upon any condition Congress sees fit to adopt it then devolves
upon the Executive, and not upon the legislative, to make the
expenditure in conformity with the conditions. If so, I think that
it is a very serious question whether we can say by legislation that
we not only make this appropriation and attach conditions for
its expenditure, but we will make the expenditure, or make the
expenditures, ourselves. I agree with Mr. Vinsow that the Supremse
Court would probably hold, or any other court would probably
hold, that it is an effort to exercise a legislative function by the
legislative department, and therefore futile.

Senator Byrp., The act of 1921 did just that, did it not, so it has
been In effect 15 years?

The CHAIRMAN. I think it is true the bill intended to prescribe
an agent of the legislative department and not an agent of the
Executive. But that is the point Mr. VinsoN makes, as I under=
stand it, that we cannot, either in an act heretofore passed or in
an act hereafter to be passed, exercise a valid legislative authority
by controlling an expenditure, by directing an expenditure, by
making an expenditure after we have made the appropriation.
(From hearings befcre Joint Committee on Government Organiza=
tion of the Congress of the United States, 75th Cong., 1st sess,
Pp. 265-267, Mar. 19, 1937.)

Mr. Chairman, in the face of the history of this country,
in the face of Supreme Court decisions, and in the light
of that statement of a great man, a great lawyer, who
locked through the doors of the Supreme Court that were
ajar, until the God of our destiny called him home, I ask
those who say that our control features are unconstitutional
to point to a single authority. A week has passed and none
has been forthcoming. In fact, we reported the bill to the
House on August 19, 1937, and no authority to the contrary
has been preoduced.

Oh, they say that even though we reserve to the Comp-
troller General every power that is vested in him under the
Budget and Accounting Act except that of postaudit, be-
cause he is of the executive department he would not have
courage enough to do the right thing. That condition ex-
isted for 131 years before there was a Budget and Account-
ing Act. The control was in the Executive, where the
fathers placed it. v

Mr. Chairman, if we had removed the provision attempt-
ing to make the Comptroller General a legislative agent and
had done nothing else, criticism might be tenable, but we
do not do that. We set up a real arm of the legislative
branch. We set up a man who can say “No.” The question
has been asked, Can the Comptroller General under our
bill say “No”? Mr. Chairman, in the first place, except in
the heat of debate, men are not so small, so weak, and so
eager to hold public office as would cause any real man to
swerve from the course that he thought was right.

There have been dozens and dozens of instances where
men in the executive branch of the Government have re-
fused to bend their knee to the Executive when they thought
he, the Executive, was wrong. It happens every day in
this Government. If you will pardon an allusion to one of
our colleagues, may I call your attention to a grand little
man from Maryland who was on the Tariff Commission.
When Mr., Coolidge wanted him fo bend his knee, Davip
Lewis said “No.” I could point to many such instances.
A man who would be craven enough, regardless of what
position he occupied, legislative, judicial, or executive, who
would not have the courage to say “yes” when he should
say “yes,” and “no” when he should say “no,” does not
deserve the honor of his people nor the honor of the man-
date conferring the office upon him.

Mr. BREWSTER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I must decline to yield on ac-
count of the time element. I say to you that in this bill we
set up a legislative agent. I grant that you folks must have

had the same trouble I had when I heard that first talk
about an audit. I have been accused of being everything,
including an accountant and a bookkeeper, and of course,
while I like encomium, I cannot lay claim to such honor.
When I first heard the term “audit,” do you know what
I thought? It may be what you thought. It may be whab
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you are thinking now. I thought that after a year’s ex-
penditure they would send some fellow to look over the
books and then draw a conclusion from the books. I did
not know what the audit actually was. It may be that
some of you gentlemen are in the same fix.

Mr. Chairman, let me tell you what this audit is. This
audit includes the power to say whether the money was
properly spent or not. That is what the audit is.

Mr. MICHENER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I regret that I cannct yield.

Assume an employee spends $10 in traveling expenses.
Under this bill, that voucher when it is made up goes to
the auditor general from the disbursing officer. It goes
to him then. The auditor general then determines whether
the money was improperly spent. It does not make any
difference whether the amount involved is $10 or $10,000,000.
Before the account is settled it must pass the scrutiny of the
auditor general. If he thinks the money was not properly
spent, he immediately notifies the disbursing officer so that
the disbursing officer will have the information to straighten
out the account. As the situation exists now sometimes
many months pass before the disallowance comes back to
the disbursing officer.

Under this provision for the auditor general, every activ-
ity of the Federal Government, every voucher and every
account will be passed on by him, the legislative officer.
This is not the case now. There are more than 16 agencies
that the Congress itself has solemnly taken from under
the supervision and control of the General Accounting Office.
I refer to the R. F. C, the F. D. I. C,, the H. O. L. C,,
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1935, and many other
agencies that have spent many millions of dollars.

Under this bill their current expenditures will be audited
by the auditor general. Now let us go one step further.
Assume that the auditor general says the money should not
be spent. He is standing there without any danger of
removal, truly a legislative agent. The Compftroller General
takes issue with him. The Comptroller General says, “I
think it should be O. K.’d.” The Comptiroller General
0. K.'s it. Then the auditor general reports the disagree-
ment to the Congress of the United States. Could the worst
enemy of this administration or this particular feature of
the bill say the Congress has lost control over the expendi-
tures, in view of the fact a man is standing there, a real
watchdog of the Treasury, to see that the executive branches
of the Government do not improperly spend money, and
who can say to the Congress that this money is not being
properly spent? We will have more control in the legisla-
tive branch of government under this bill than we have
today. Because under the present set-up the man who has
the right to say how the money shall be spent is the man
who audits his own accounts. It is not strange that Con-
gress is not informed of any error in his action.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I must decline to yield, on
account of time solely.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. FRED M. VINSON.
additional minutes.

Here is a statement in the New York Herald Tribune,
April 5, 1938, written by Mr. Walter Lippmann, in which he
discusses the whole reorganization bill and particularly the
General Accounting Office. In part he says this:

To have Congress learn promptly and from 1ts own agent how
money has been spent is, it seems to me, the most effective check
that Congress can set up the Executive. Does anyone
suppose that the President or a Cabinet officer or a bureau head
would dare to spend money for some purpose not authorized by
Congress if he knew for certain that within a short time the
transaction would be audited, that it would be reported to Con-
gress, and that he would have to explain his acts? This is the

system by which Parliament holds the British Executive account-
able. There can be little doubt that it is the most effective

Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 10

system of accountability in the world.

[Applause.]
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Keep in mind that under the existing system control of
expenditures is held by one man, and he determines whether
or not he has exercised proper judgment or proper discre-
tion. Naturally, Congress never hears from him as to whether
he is right or wrong.

I insert the Lippmann article in full at this point:

ToDAY AND TOMORROW
(By Walter Lippmann)
ENDS AND MEANS: THE REORGANIZATION BILL

The intensity of the opposition to the Byrnes reorganization
bill is clearly out of all proportion to the substance of the bill
itself. Under any interpretation, however strained, it is not
possible, I think, to find in the measure as passed by the Senate
any grant of new powers to the President which gives support to
the charge that it would aggrandize his power or diminish that of
Congress. On the contrary, a very strong case can be made out for
arguing that the most important part of the measure is the reform
of the accounting system and that this reform offers Congress a
better means than it has ever had before to find out what the
Executive has done and then to hold the Executive responsible.

There is room, of course, for honest differences of opinion on all
these points but under ordinary circumstances the bill itself
would never provoke such passionate resistance. The debate does
not turn upon whether the Presldent of the United States should
be authorized to do these things but upon whether more authority
of any kind should be entrusted to this particular President—to
the man who tried to pack the Supreme Court and to purge the
Federal judiciary, to the man who has had the spending of such
immense sums of money, to the man who tried in his original
proposal to obtain contrcl of the quasi-judicial commissions and
independent agencies, to the man who already exercises more
personal power than any President in the history of the country.
The resistance is not to the Byrnes bill but to the excessive per-
sonal power of Franklin D. Roosevelt, and the object of the
oppaosition is not to prevent reorganization of the executive branch
but to put a spectacular and decisive check upon this President's
authoerity.

Using Mr. Philip Guedalla’s maxim that any stigma is good
enough to beat a dogma with, the opponents of the bill are
meeting the President's cry that he is beset by reactlonaries
with the charge that this bill gives him dictatorial powers. Yet,
except that the bill provides a convenient way of challenging and
perhaps defeating Mr. Roosevelt, it is impossible, I think, to sus-
tain the main argument against it.

There 1s much discussion, for example, about the provision
which authorizes him fo regroup executive agencies without abol-
ishing any of their functions, subject to the right of Congress to
disapprove within 60 days. This has been described as being in
some way llke the judiciary bill. But is it? Is there not a rad-
ical difference between giving the Chief Executive authority to
reorganize his own branch of the Government and giving him
authority to reorganize a coordinate branch of the Government?
Who has a better right than the President to say how the agencies
under him can be most efficiently organized? And is it any
extension of executive power to let the Chief Executive take the
initiative In deciding how agencies, already under his control,
shall be grouped? The opposition is demanding that the bill
be amended so that instead of letting the President reorganize
these agencies unless Congress disapproves, he may reorganize
them only if Congress afirmatively approves. The amendment
is intended to defeat the whole proposal. For the President
already has the power to ask Congress to approve administrative
reorganization, and no new legislation is needed to confirm it.

This part of the bill is, it seems to me, of only minor impor-
tance. It does not add anything substantial to the President’s
power to let him move the bureaus around from one department
to another. He had this power for 2 years and he used it hardly
at all. If he wishes to use it for a sinister purpose, it is hard
to see how he could do anything very sinister by taking a bureau
away from, say, Becretary Wallace and giving it to Secr
Ickes. He controls all the bureaus anyway, and whether he con-
trols them through one of his subordinates or through another
does not seem to me to matter very much. To see in this an
advance toward dictatorship is, I think, to strain at a gnat. The
truth is, I believe, that this power will not be used much for good
or for evil, and that both the administration and the opposition
are exaggerating its importance.

The important feature of the bill is the proposal to have Con-
gress appoint an auditor general who will report to a joint com~-
mittee of Congress. The opponents of the bill argue that the
effect of this reform will be to abolish the power of the inde-
pendent Cemptroller to prevent illegal expenditures. But, for my
own part, I am persuaded of two things—first, that the existing
Comptroller is unable to do what he is supposed to do and that
he has never done it, and that an audit of the relief and re-
covery expenditures in the past 5 years would prove this conten-
tion up to the hilt; and, second, I am persuaded that the auditor
general under the Byrnes bill will, for the first time In our his-
tory, enable Congress to see clearly how the money has been spent
and whether the Executive has obeyed the will of Congress.

To have Congress learn promptly and from its own agent how
money has been spent is, it seems to me, the most effective check
that Congress can set up agalnst the Executive. Does anyone
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suppose that the President or a Cabinet officer or a bureau head
would dare to spend money for some purpose not authorized by
Congress if he knew for certain that within a short time the
transaction would be audited, that it would be reported to Con-
gress, and that he would have to explain his acts? This is the
system by which Parliament holds the British executive account-
able, and there can be little doubt that it is the most effective
system of accountability in the world.

S0 the question for me is whether an essentlally good bill
ought to be defeated, not on its merits but on the general ground
that it is a good moment to clip the personal authority of
Franklin D. Roosevelt. It is the question of whether the end
justifies the means. For the end is, I think desirable; it is clear
to me that Mr. Roosevelt has more personal power than is good for
him or for the country, and that to restore a more constitutional
spirit in the Government and to reduce his excessive personal
authority would make for national confidence and would tend to
restore soclal peace.

But to reach this end by defeating an essentially good measure,
and to defeat this measure by an agitation that disregards the
intrinsic merits of the issue is a most undesirable procedure in a
democracy. To do that is to stoop to conquer and to make the
end justify the means. That is something that the champions of
liberty in the world today cannot afford to indulge in. For the
essence of popular government depends upon the conviction that
issues will be determined by a debate that seeks the truth. And
in the long run I cannot believe that any good can come from
anything which undermines this conviction,

Mention has been made of the shelterbelt appropriation
of $15,000,000. We are told that the Comptroller General
stood in the way of an improper and illegal expenditure
of this sum of money for the planting of trees. What are
the facts? The facts are that a request came from the
Secretary of Agriculture for $15,000,000 with reference to
a shelterbelt project in the West. It was turned down on
July 11. The Comptroller General turned it down because,
he said, the particular appropriation was not available for
that purpose. Then the request was modified and submitted
to the Comptroller General who then ruled that Congress
had appropriated moneys for the planting of trees and that
money was available therefor.

Anything is good to throw up in a quarrel, I grant that.
I have always been careful in my service in the House,
however, not to cast reflection upon a fellow Member, and
I have been in some tough battles since I have been here.
I believe you folks will recall the battle we had in connec-
tion with the bonus, when the going was rough. I thought
the boys were not going to be paid their adjusted service
compensation, with a money plan hooked onto it. So I
introduced the bill sponsored by the American Legion, pay-
ing the certificates out of Treasury funds. If there were
ever two Members who fought the whole way, I believe it
could be said they were the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Parman], and myself. We fought in committee and we
fought on the floor of the House. We stood toe to toe and
exchanged blows. The motive of neither was impugned,
and we came from that fight friends. So I say that when
motives are impugned and insinuations are hurled, generally
it is because there is either a lack of facts to support their
cause or an ignoring of the true facts. I am reminded of
the story about the J. P. lawyer who did not have any
facts and did not have any law to support his case, so the
only thing he could do was go in and raise the devil with
the opposing counsel.

It has been stated several times in the debate in the
House that this provision subordinates the Comptroller
General to the authority of the Attorney General. This
.clearly is not the case. The authority of the Attorney Gen-
eral to render opinions upon the request of the Comptroller
General or the head of any department is limited to the
jurisdiction and authority of the Comptroller General. Sec~
tion 303 by specific language vests in the General Account-
ing Office “the power to determine the availability of ap-
propriations”; that is, to determine the uses for which ap-
propriations may be expended. Such determinations are
not subject to review by the Attorney General. If the Gen-
eral Accounting Office, however, attempts to revise the
actions of executive officers acting under authority and dis-
cretion vested in them by acts of Congress, the executive
officer may appeal ta the Attorney General for an opinion
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in the case, but the opinion is limited strictly to questions
of jurisdiction. The opinions of the Attorney General under
this provision are limited to the question, “What officer is
vested with authority by the Congress to make the determi-
nation?” The decisions of the Comptroller General are not
subject to review on the merits of the case, but only on
whether he had exceeded his jurisdiction or authority.

This provision is designed to correct one of the principal
defects in the existing system. At the present time the
Comptroller General determines by his own decisions the
jurisdiction and authority of his office. Executive depart-
ments and agencies have maintained repeatedly that the
Comptroller General has usurped the authority vested in
them by Congress. Prior to 1921 the Comptroller of the
Treasury followed the practice of joining with department
heads in asking the Attorney General for an opinion upon
any contested ruling. This gave the departments an appeal
whenever they believed that a ruling of the Comptroller of
the Treasury was unauthorized. What is provided in this
bill is not a general appeal procedure similar to that which
prevailed prior to 1921, but only appeals upon questions of
jurisdiction. This is to provide a means to settle jurisdic~
tional disputes between the General Accounting Office and
the departments, for which at present no provision is made.

To illustrate the type of question which will be raised un-
der the authority of the Attorney General to review the
jurisdiction of the General Accounting Office, the following
cases may be cited. In these cases the departments have
asserted that the Comptroller General exceeded his juris-
diction and encroached upon the authority or discretion
vested in the head of the department.

In his reply to the Joint Committee on Organization,
the Secretary of State cited the following case in which he
claimed that the Comptroller General had encroached upon
the authority vested in the President. The appropriations
for the Foreign Service have for many years carried a con=
tingent item for “such other miscellaneous expenses as the
President may deem necessary.” Some years ago the Gen=-
eral Accounting Office required that the President issue an
Executive order listing the items which would be allowable.
The Secretary of State reports:

Notwithstanding this Executive order, the General Accounting
Office has in some cases refused to allow expenditures listed
therein. Also the necessity for an Executive order each time a new
or emergency item comes up which the Becretary of State con=
slders essential, places an unnecessary burden on the President.
¢ * * The obvious intent of Congress to enable a suitable flexi-
bility as shown by the provisions quoted, was effective for that
purpose until decisions of the Comptroller General in recent years
have restricted the Department and it is no longer able, with any
degree of certainty that its action will be approved, to meet un-
usual and unforeseen items of this character.

One of the cases cited by the Secretary of Agriculture is
as follows: Section 10 (e) of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of May 12, 1933, provides that “the action of any officer,
employee, or agent in determining the amount of and in
making any rental or benefit payment shall not be subject
to review by any officer of the Government other than the
Secretary of Agriculture or Secretary of the Treasury.”
Nevertheless, the Comptroller General maintained that it
was the duty of his office to review “the sufficiency of the
evidence supporting each payment” and required the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Administration to submit to it a copy
of every form and contract for benefit payment.

Another case, cited by the Secretary of the Navy, involves
the authority of the Secretary to adopt plans and designs
submitted by shipbuilding contractors. An act of 1886 pro-
vided that—

The Secretary of the Navy shall not contract for the construction
or completion of any of sald vessels, or of their engines, machinery,
or bollers, until drawings and specifications of the same shall have
been provided or adopted by him.

The Navy contended that this authorized the Secretary to
permit bidders to submit alternative designs, but the Comp-
troller General held otherwise and ordered the Navy to stop
the practice of permitting alternative designs which it had
followed for 50 years.
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Another case was cited by the United States Employees’
Compensation Commission, as follows:

In a decision dated September 23, 1922, the Comptroller General
of the United States arrogated to himself the authority to review
the findings and declsions of the Commission upon claims arising
under the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act of Beptember 7T,
19186, in respect to questions of both law and fact. This decision
of the Comptroller was made notwithstanding the clear provisions
of the statute vesting in the Commission final authority to “decide
all ‘questions arising under this act.” The decision was also made
in direct conflict with an opinion of the Attorney General of the
United States regarding the finality of the Commission's decisions
in such matters. The issue involved in this matter was the au-
thority of the Commission to award compensation for disability or
death caused by occupational disease. The Comptroller General,
by the narrowest possible construction of the law, held that such
awards were not lawful. His views in this respect were forced upon
the Commission by his action in denying it the use of any funds
appropriated by the Congress for the payment of compensation
benefits or funds for administrative expenses.

Congress in a subsequent act on June 5, 1924, authorized
awards in cases involving occupational disease and prohib-
ited the Comptroller General from reviewing “the findings
of fact in and the decisions of the Commission upon the
merits of any claim presented under or authorized by this
act, if supported by competent evidence.”

Another case involving jurisdiction is cited by the Secre-
tary of the Interior, as follows:

Senate joint resolution approved March 28, 1918 (44 Stat.
499), reads as follows: “That the Assistant to the Secretary of the
Interior be, and hereby is, authaorized to such official papers
and documents as the Secretary may direct,” Despite this clear
and unequivocal language of the statute, the General Accounting
Office in 15 Comptroller General 171 (1835), held that the Secre-
tary of the Interior could not delegate to the Assistant to the
Secretary the authority to sign orders entitling employees to
reimbursement of travel and other expenses involved in a transfer
ifrom one officlal duty station to another.

In the celebrated Philippine Scout case, the Secretary of
War, acting on behalf of the President, retired Miguel under
a statute authorizing the President to retire enlisted men
of the United States Army. The General Accounting Office
ruled that—

* * * The retirement of enlisted men of the Philippine
IScoats is not authorized even by the remotest implication of the
Aaws.

The case was finally appealed to the United States Su-
preme Court which held that retirement was clearly au-
thorized, Mr. Justice Sutherland stating in the decision—

* * ¢+ BStatutory provisions so clear and precise do not re-
quire construction. In such cases as this the Court has often
held the language is conclusive. *“There can be no construction
where there is nothing to construe.” (United Staies v. Shreveport
Grain Co. (287 U, S, 77, 83), and cases cited (Miguel v. McCarl
(1933), 201 U. B. 442).

Now, in this last case, when people have honest differences
as to the authority and the jurisdiction of the Comptroller
General’s office, do you not think it is well enough to let the
chief law officer determine the question of jurisdiction; that
is, whether the discretion has been ledged in the Executive,
by the act of Congress, or whether it is placed in the Comp-
troller General.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I must conclude.

I now want to hurry on to one further thought. The
hearings will disclose that I injected a personal reference
relating to my experience on the Appropriations Committee.
I told you about that the other day. For 10 or 12 years the
thought has been in my mind that Congress ought to know
something about where the money is being spent. They
ought to have an agency to report to them so that Congress
will know how the money is being spent, and then Congress
can act by limitation on appropriation bills or in respect of
authorization language. Oh, this preaudit stuff that they talk
about—"locking the barn door after the horse is stolen.” If
anything is stolen, it is already stolen and it has been so
throughout the years, although I am not, of course, charg-
ing theft. I am merely stating that only 32 percent of the
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vouchers are preaudited. Ninety-six and one-half percent
are audited after the expenditures, and when it comes to
dollars the representatives of the Comptroller General’s
office say that the preaudited dollars are even a less per-
centage than 314 percent of total expenditures.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. BEAM. Mr. Chairman, I yisld the gentleman from
EKentucky 5 additional minutes.

- Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Mr, Chairman, I recognize the
insinuation that has been made on the floor. A question was
asked me and I was not privileged to answer it at the time. I
think I have answered it in a general way, but I want to an-
swer it specifically. I could dodge the question because it re-
lated to the “power” in a judge. The power in a judge is the
same, whether he is appeinted for a term or for life. Ah, no-
body can question that. The power to render judgment is the
same whether it is for a term or without term. Answering the
question, may I say, that upon the bench I will exercise the
same independence of thought and the same independence of
action I have exercised from the time of my youth, when
it was necessary for me to be independent, and necessary
for me, on my own, to fight my way through to the educa-
tion that I desired. I will have the same independence
of thought, I will have the same independence of action
that I have had on the athletic field, in the courthcuse, and
in this body. [Applause.] Oh, my friends, no man that
knows me will ever say that Frep VinsoN is not independent.
My weakness has been that I have been too independent.
I have heard so from my friends.

In the first place, I come from a country where they
breathe independence. I come from a people who have
always been independent. My people have never bent the
knee. Early in the last century they came across the moun-
tains from Virginia and North Carolina into a new world.
Independent spirits were they. English, Irish, Scotch blood
runs through my veins; and in those mountains we acquired,
because we desired it, more independence; and it is to laugh
for anyone to say that I am not independent.

Is it independence to disregard the Brownlow committee
report? Is it independence to reach one’s conclusion before
there was any thought of future consideration in another
branch of this Government? Your committee and I have
not changed our position in regard to the fundamental cor=
rectness of the proposed legislation.

I regret that in the heat of debate insinuation should be
made by a man who prefaced his remarks by saying that he
was my friend. I do not have any deep feelings toward
him. I know his nature, I know his impetuosity, I know
his sincerity of purpose. Let me say not for myself but for
my children, may God deliver them from that kind of
friend!

I present this argument to you for what it is worth, the

'hlstory of this country, court decisions, the philosophy of

our Government, and plain common sense. Let them attack
that rather than by insinuation impugn the independence
of the men who were charged with the responsibility by the
House to prepare and report this legislation.

I want to say in passing that I appreciate the attitude
that the House has always had toward me. I appreciate the
friendships, whether you agree with me or not. No man ever
saw a frown on my face when one of my friends disagreed
with me. Every Representative has the right to his opinion,
whatever it may be. Let me say to you that when I go
I leave the House, including my friends on the left, with
regret and with fond affection. I thank you. [Applause.]

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. Mav].

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, nobody will deny that the ex-
ecutive branch of the Government needs reorganization.
Nobody can question the fact that the Democratic Party is'
for reorganization. We publicly expressed the desire of our
party in the platforms of 1932 and 1936. The only differ-
ence'in our position now and then is that we say now that
we want a reorganization for efliciency without any definite,
promise of economy. In our platform of 1932 we declared
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for reorganization such as would bring about economy or a
reduction of governmental expenditures by 25 percent. We
were definite about if; and I am here today to say to this
House that I am for some plan of reorganization of the
executive departments of the Government, but I do not agree
with the plan that is proposed.

My plan is one that would give to the House of Repre-
sentatives and to the Senate of the United States control
over their own affairs. I have prepared a concurrent reso-
lution embodying my views on the subject, and I propose
today to place it in the Recorp that the Members of the
House may read it and understand just what it means. If
the motion by the gentleman from New York to strike the
enacting clause of the bill is defeated, I shall then offer that
resolution as a substitute for the pending bill, and it may be
that it will be subject to a point of order as not being ger-
mane. There is the point where I shall test the good faith
of the Organization Committee—and I do not question
their good faith or good intentions—as to whether they are
willing for the Congress to keep in its own hands its own
affairs .and attend to its own business. I am hopeful the
committee will not raise the question of germaneness.

There are two reasons why I would like to see such a reso-
lution enacted, and they are these: There is a universal fear
in this country in the hearts and minds of more people than
were afraid of the Supreme Court proposal last year.

It may be groundless, and so far as the President is con-
cerned, I am sure it is groundless, but nevertheless the feel-
ing exists that we are approaching the day when we may
have a dictator in this country. The people are complaining
throughout the land that the Congress of the United States
has abdicated its constitutional functions to legislate. My
resolution is the answer to both of these issues. It will allay
the fears of the people and leave the job in the hands of the
Congress.

If we are to answer those two things by telling the country
that the Congress is going to appoint its own committee,
formulate its own plan of reorganization, and put it through
to make it effective and reduce governmental expenditures,
cut out overlapping and the unnecessary duplication of the
activities of the Government, then the Democratic Party will
have fulfilled its mission and will have kept its pledge to the
American people. That is what I stand for. I do not believe
we can set up a new department and achieve the slightest
economy, We are just doing the same thing that we have
been doing ever since 1932, swearing we will cut out expenses
and quit increasing the cost of government, but confinuing to
set up new agencies.

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to title II of this bill, which
seeks to establish a permanent welfare organization in this
country and put relief on a permanent basis and make cer-
tain the continuance of many of the activities that were to
be merely temporary. My resolution will enable the Congress
of the United States to determine whether we are going to
erect that wastebasket in which to pitch all of these unnec-
essary corporations and agencies that we have set up in the
last 5 years.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 2 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, may I say, if we undertake to
reorganize the executive branch of the Government and tell
the people to begin with, first, that we are going to let the
President do it, the people will ask, How in the world is the
President going to have time to do it? The answer is that
the President will do it, if he does it at all, through a com-
mittee of his own selection. If it is to be done by a com-
mittee, why not let a congressional committee do it? [Ap-

lause.]

- Mr, Chairman, let us tell the world that the Congress
is not impotent. Let us tell the world that the Democrats
have sense enough to reorganize this Government. Let us
tell the world that the creatures we have by legislation cre-
ated we can destroy. Unless we do that we confess to the
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world we are impotent, incapable, and incompetent. We
then plead guilty to the charge of our Republican friends
which they made in 1932 to the effect it would not be good
to turn the country over to the Democratic Party, because
that party never was capable of running the Government.
We have run it, and I am not saying we have not made some
mistakes. I am willing to confess my mistakes and correct
them if I can. The mistake we have made is telling the
bureaucrats downtown to do as they please with the depart-
ments and set up agencies, bureaus, divisions, and everything
else. We want to get them where we can tell them to come
to Capitol Hill and ask us something instead of compelling
us to go downtown to ask them something. [Applause.]

Let us make at least an honest effort at economy as well
as efficiency.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. MAY, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
include at this point in the REecorp the resolution which I
have introduced.

The CHATRMAN. 1Is there objection to the request of the
genfleman from Kentucky?

There was no objection.

The resolution follows:

Resolved, That for the purpose of obtaining information as a
basis of legislation and for reorganization of the executive depart-
ments and bureaus of the Federal Government, there is hereby
created a special fonal committee to be composed of two
Senators to be appointed by the President of the Senate and three
Members of the House of Representatives to be appointed by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives. Said committee shall be
known as the Reorganization Committee. A vacancy on the com-
mittee shall be filled in the same manner as the original appolnt-
ments and shall not affect the power of the remaining members to
execute the functions encumbent on the committee.

Sec. 2. It shall be the duty of the sald committee to diligently
inquire into, obtain information from, and determine how and to
what extent departments, bureaus, and agencles of the executive
department, whether in the form of corporations or otherwise, may
be curtailed in personnel or expenditures, and how and to what ex~
tent economies in the administration of the executive departments
of the Government may be obtained and unnecessary duplications
avolded; and said committee may also report upon all of said de-
partments, bureaus, and agencies, either as a whole or in separate
reports, relating to any one or more of said executive departments,
and may from time to time report to the Congress when in session
and, when not in session, to the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives in writing, which said report, together with the recommenda~
tions of said committee, shall be open to public inspection.

Sec. 8. The committee, or any duly authorized subcommittee
thereof, is hereby authorized to sit at such times and at such
places, in the District of Columbia or elsewhere, as it may deem
necessary or proper in the performance of its duties, and during
recesses and adjournments of Congress or of either House. It is
specifically authorized to require the attendance of witnesses by
subpenas or otherwise; to require the production of books, papers,
and documents; and to employ counsel, experts, clerical and other
assistants, and to employ stenographers at a cost not to exceed 26
cents per hundred words.

The chairman of said committee or any member of a subcom-
mittee may administer oaths to witnesses and sign subpenas for
witnesses, which shall be served by any person designated by such
chairman or member of a subcommittee,

The committee is authorized to have such printing and binding
done as may be necessary and to make such expenditures as it
deems advisable within the appropriation hereby authorized.
Every person duly summoned by such committee or subcommittee
who refuses or fails to obey the summons or who fails to answer
questions pertinent to the investigation shall be punished as now
provided by law in such cases made and provided.

The provisions of sections 102 to 104, inclusive, of the Revised
Statutes (relating to information and testimony of witnesses)
shall apply with respect to any person who is summoned as a wit-
ness under authority of this resolution.

The expenses of such investigation, not exceeding in the aggre-
gate of $50,000, shall be pald, one-half from the contingent fund
of the Senate and one-half from the contingent fund of the House
of Representatives, upon vouchers approved by the chairman of
the committee.

The chairman of the committee shall be selected by the com-
mittee. All hearings, orders, or decisions held before or made by
the committee may be public or executive, as the committee may
determine. The committee is authorized to utilize the services,
information, facilities, and personnel of any department or agency
of the executive branch of the Government in the pursuance of
its duties.

Mr. BEAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. KELLyl.
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Mr. EELLY of New York. Mr. Chairman, I will not yield
for questions during the brief time allotted to me because
it is limited and I want to develop a certain idea. I want
to deal with the phase of this reorganization bill which is
referred to as “dictatorship.” I feel that I have a unique
distinction in relation to this matter because I come from
a district where this propaganda and this vicious misinforma~
tion concerning dictatorship originated, and from which it
emanates.

Mr. CHURCH. Will the gentleman yield for a correction?

Mr. KELLY of New York. I said I would not yield.

Mr. CHURCH. It comes from all over the United States.

The regular order was demanded.

Mr. KEELLY of New York. Mr. Chairman, I come from
the city of Rochester, the Thirty-eighth District of New
York, which is the home of Frank Gannett, who is now the
political dictator of Rochester and the would-be dictator
of the United States. I know that sounds like a very strong
statement or an overstatement but possibly I can develop
the fact it is not an overstatement.

A few years ago the city of Rochester politically enjoyed
an ordinary American wholesome political life. Our political
campaigns were conducted about the way they are in most
other cities of the size of Rochester, which has some 360,000
inhabitants. We had our fights between the Democrats
and Republicans, and of course, the devil took the hindmost.
Generally the Democrats were the hindmost. But we Demo-
crats were satisfied because we had a lot of fun fighting.
Of course, the Republicans won the elections, but we felt
that the atmosphere was wholesome and tolerant. There
was nothing insidious injected into the campaigns and I
must say for the Republicans that they developed a wonder-
ful city and fostered a fair and American political atmos-
phere.

However, a few years ago there came into the city almost
unnoticed a most sinister influence. Our five or six news-
papers which used to carry the Democratic arguments and
the Republican arguments in a fair American manner were
one by one gobbled up by Frank Gannett, so that now we
have no other newspapers in the city of Rochester but the
Gannett newspapers. This was not enough. Because the
Republican leader in our county happened to disagree with
Mr. Gannett in the matter of prohibition, Mr. Gannett
sought his destruction politically and pursued it with a vin-
dictiveness not worthy of any American in public life since
he had the advantage of owning the channels of publicity,
and his opponent had not. Obviously, with such an advan-
tage, he succeeded. Then he set himself up as the political
dictator of the city of Rochester and the Republican Party
in the city of Rochester and Monroe County.

The result is that he has secured control of our city coun-
cil. He controls our board of supervisors. He controls the
only daily newspapers. He owns one radio station and dom-
inates the other. Is it a strong statement, then, to say that
he is the political dictator of my city of Rochester? I do
not think so.

Mr. Chairman, this does not satisfy Mr. Gannett. His
ambition goes farther than that. He now wants to be
dictator of the United States.

Mr. KNUTSON. I make the point of order that the gen-
tleman is not speaking on the bill.

The regular order was demanded.

Mr. ENUTSON. We have regular order. We agreed yes-
terday to speak on the bill. I do not see what this bill has to
do with any dictatorship up in Rochester.

Mr, KELLY of New York. If the gentleman will have
patience, Mr. Chairman, this statement which I have in
hand, I believe, refers very directly to the bill, since this pro-
nunciamento by Mr. Gannett is addressed to me about the
bill. I feel that before I read any of the excerpts from this
letter, judging by the general atmosphere pervading it, 1
should say “Heil Gannett,” and that everyone here should
get up and answer, “Heil Gannett.” [Applause.]

This is a statement by Frank E. Gannett, chairman of the
National Committee to Uphold Constitutional Government,
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cessor to the late demented Liberty League. He starts by
saying that he “opposes the President on general principle
and supported him in his most important fight against oppo-
sition in both major political parties.” The only answer I can
give to that is “phooey.” He never supported the President.

Further in this letter is a remark which I believe you will
find very interesting. *“Congress has been diverted from these
pressing problems by a ceaseless stream of half-baked reform
bills written by the Corcorans and Cohens.” I would say
that would just be a casual reference, if I did not know the
type of propaganda Mr. Gannett disseminates through his
newspapers. I know when he says “Corcorans and Cohens”
he is trying to do the same thing he attempted in Rochester
last year. He tried to stir up racial hatred, intolerance, and
religious prejudice by a campaign in which he picked out three
names and his newspapers daily carried stories that the
Democratic Party in the city of Rochester was dominated by
the Kellys, Kominskys, and Cariolas. His papers made no
other charges than that these three bore the names with
which they were born. By this he injected a racial question
into a political question, something which we have not had
in the last 50 years, and which we hope never to have again.
[Applause.]

But, to go on further in this letter, Mr. Chairman, he
says:

If the people realized how thelr vital interests are being trifled
with and their liberties endangered, they would march en masse
on Washington.

This is the chairman of the National Committee to Up-
hold Constitutional Government who makes this statement:

These half-baked reform bills written by the Corcorans and
Cohens.

He is going to repeal those. I suppose he refers to the
Social Security and the Railroad Retirement Acts, the
farm bill, the establishment of P. W. A, W. P. A, C. C. C,,
and all such acts which have been passed by this great
Congress in the past 5 years.

I will go a little further. He states:

These Warm Springs compromises should mislead no one.
They vest the President's appointee with one-man power over
civil service, they break down the people's control through their
congressional representatives over Government spending; they will
leave the Executive unconstitutional power to remodel the Gov-
ernment, regardless of majority opposition, so long as he con-
trols one-third of either House.

My one comment on that is that it is a batch of unmiti-
gated, dastardly falsehoods.

Further, he states:

James Truslow Adams, foremost student of American constitu-
tional government, says the proposed compromises do not
the principles; that with the vast emergency powers the President
already holds, further extension of Executive power may be not
to reorganize but to revolutionize our Government.

This is James Truslow Adams, a great student, making
that statement. A calm, complacent statement such as a
great statesman might make, do you not think?

Mr. Garnett further states:

During the first 100 days of his—

Meaning President Roosevelt’s—
administration, I vigorously supported him, against opposition in
both parties.

As a matter of fact, I do not believe Roosevelt had any
opposition during the first 100 days of his administration,
S0 there was nothing unique about Mr. Gannett’s position.

The letter continues:

I could no longer support President Roosevelt . when, instead of
continuing to stimulate private enterprise, he substituted Govern-
ment spending and centralized planned economy.

In other words, he says he supported Roosevelt until the
President started to feed the hungry in this country. He
supported him until the President decided to do something
about unemployment in this country. But just as scon as it
began to fouch Mr. Gannett’s pocketbook he ran out on the
President, as he does on most pecple.
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I believe I have made it perfectly clear what my position
in Rochester is as a Representative. I certainly am happy
I can stand here, at least, and be in front of a body that
will listen to me, and be within the hearing of some of the
men who can disseminate information, because I tell you very
frankly in my home city I cannot do that. I will repeat it
again, Mr. Gannett owns both newspapers—the only news-
papers—he owns one radio station and dominates the other;
he has control of the city council and he has control of our
board of supervisors. In his newspapers every day he spreads
this vicious propaganda about dictatorship being in this
reorganization hill. This issue, as everyone here knows, has
not an iota of foundation. As a matter of fact, if any Mem-
bers here were convinced the President of the United States
has any liking for or any intention to create a dictatorship
in this country they would start proceedings against him,
because such intent would be one of the most treasonable
actions imaginable.

He has conjured up this fear of dictatorship among my
constituents, and they have sent me, roughly, 3,500 wires and
letters. I want it to be understood that I am not the least
bit disturbed about this, because, frankly, I like to get com-
munications from my constituents. I wish they would write
me about every single bill that comes up here in the Con-
gress; but I am disturbed about something else, and that is
this: The American people feel very' strongly about their
politics, and the events in Europe during the past 6 or 7
weeks have made the people of the United States feel very
strongly about their form of government; and when they
read in their daily papers that there is a possibility of a
dictatorship, this naturally creates a fear, and the reason it
creates a fear is this: The American people, and particularly
the people of my district, cannot believe that anybody can
go out and create an issue out of whole cloth and spread the
fear of a dictatorship without its being well-grounded. This
is the dastardly and insidious part of it. The American
people cannot believe there are the type of men who create
such issues, and yet we have them.

Of course, I am not under any delusions about the step
which I am taking in unmasking Mr. Gannett and his propa-
ganda as far as my political future is concerned, but to me
there are more important considerations in being a Repre-
sentative than just being elected again. I would not allow
in my district, among the good people whom I represent, the
propaganda to go unchallenged that is being disseminated
by this organization known as the National Committee to
Uphold Constitutional Government, and I want them to know
that I, at least, have had the boldness to resent this sort
of fear-creating propaganda even though my political future
as far as Rochester is concerned may be at stake.

I know what is going to happen. I have no way of getting
to talk to my people except to meet them on the street
corners, while he has everything, including millions of dol-
lars, the newspapers and wire service, radio and various
channels for the dissemination of propaganda always at
his command. But with all his power he cannot make me
bend the knee. I make the statement in this body that I
will challenge Mr. Gannett to debate the issue of dictator in
this bill on every street corner in Rochester and at every
cross road in my County of Monroe in the State of New
York. [Applause.] I do not think he will take me up on it,
but I will say this: If he is a man and has political ambi-
tion and is sincere, he should. I am his Representative in
Congress at the present time. Let him discuss this bill with
me publicly and I will show up his propaganda.

I have not felt very strongly about this reorganization
bill. I have said in newspapers that I would not vote for
the Senate bill, because I disliked some of its provisions, but
if this House hill is amended in the way I understand it is
going to be amended, I am going to vote for it. I want to
vindicate myself in front of the people who have had confi-
dence in me and have elected me to this body. I want to
express their confidence in their President and my Presi-
dent, in the face of this barrage of propaganda. I want to
keep my pledge to my people that I was going to support the
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President’s program, and part of that program, very defl-
nitely, was reorganization of our Government in the interest
of efficiency. I want them to know that while they are re-
stricted to receiving the distorted, biased, and colored views
of one man, through their newspapers in the city of
Rochester and the county of Monroe, I am going to keep
faith with them down here, by giving them the true facts.
[Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. BEAM. Mr, Chairman, I yield the gentleman 2 addi-
tional minutes,

Mr. KEELLY of New York. They sent me down here to
support reorganization of Government, as well as many other
reforms. I know that they will resent this fear-spreading
propaganda if they know the facts.

I shall try to show them those facts and the falsity of
this campaign of propaganda which is being carried on by
Mr. Gannett and his hirelings, the executive secretary of the
National Committee to Uphold Constitutional Government,
Dr. Edward A. Rumely.

Rumely’s record is worth recalling. In 1915 he purchased
control of the New York Evening Mail under mysterious cir-
cumstances. Subsequently he was convicted of having con-
spired to defraud the United States by making false state-
ments to the Alien Property Custodian for the purpose of
concealing the fact that the money which purchased the
Mail came from Dr. Heinrich Albert, fiscal agent for the
Imperial German Government.

As between these two men and the President of the United
States, I shall know how to represent the interest of my con-
stituents. [Applause.]

Mr. TABER. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GiFrForp].

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, it is difficult for me to
believe that Mr. Gannett is to be very persuasive in the battle
on this bill.

A fox that had lost its tail began preaching immediately
about the disadvantages of having one. [Laughter.] The
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Frep M. Vinsox], in a very
lengthy, able, judicial interpretation invoking the Constitu-
tion and various legal opinions, has tried to lead us to accept
the fact that the fox is better off having lost his tail. We still
have the Compiroller General, but he has no tail. [Laugh-
ter.] We understood that the fox’s tail was his proudest
possession. When the Comptroller General now approaches
the President, who can put him in office and take him out of
office as he pleases, I am sure he will approach him with a
lack of real independence. ““That he would not have been
appointed if he did not have independence” was the burden
of the gentleman’s discourse, was it not? How could he
assert independence in the presence of his master?

Do not let us be led astray by any such argument. The
Comptroller is to be no longer the agent of the Congress but
at the entire disposal of the President and his Attorney Gen-
eral. The bill has lost its entire significance. Our work for a
year on this committee is for naught. This bill is now only a
symbol in the minds of the people. They are fully aroused
and indignant over the thought of our surrender of any
further power to the Executive.

We must argue it from that angle. We know most of
those who sent telegrams and letters from our districts. We
know that they are not frying to purchase our votes. The
President says they are. That was an unfortunate word,
and he was advised not to use it, but he did so deliberately,
and meant it. A strong Democratic newspaper editor writes:

It comes with Ill-grace for the President to talk about pur-
chasing votes when the White House lieutenants sought votes by
promises of jobs, appropriations, threats of opposing recalcitrant

Senators at the polls, and various other devices. These telegrams
were sent voluntarily.

Formerly he was the one who could get votes by the
radio, was he not?

When the bill goes to conference it will contain but the
shadow of what he originally asked; it will be only a husk.
Shall we vote the husk only to get it to conference? He
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desires even that to show the Natfion that he still holds
Congress in his power. But the people are demanding of
us this day that we prove to them that he does not still
dominate the legislative branch. 4

The assertion that we are trying to destroy the President
is ridiculous. He is trying to destroy many of you to his
own advantage; of course, you must fully realize that. He
demands loyalty to him in spite of the pleadings of your
own people. I hardly think he will prevail. You will
supinely permit yourselves to be destroyed. Our people now
realize the vast powers we gave him to experiment and
spend. He has experimented and he has spent billions with
ghastly results and direful consequences for the future,
which we cannot hardly visualize. The people, knowing
that, are aroused, and this bill is the symbol to them of
further grants of extraordinary and even dictatorial powers.

Painstakingly the Congress built up these agencies. It
took careful deliberation to build them through committees
of the Congress. It should take careful and painstaking study
by like committees to recommend to us what should be done
in the way of reorganization. The Committee has been very
liberal about granting time for debate to other Members.
I should enjoy an hour really to discuss the bill itself. Nearly
the entire membership on this side wishes to speak against it,
and they show remarkable understanding of the measure.
Evidently there are very few who will talk for it, as everyone
in its favor has had plenty of time granted to him to speak
as fully as he desired.

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. Gladly.

Mr. HEALEY. Would the gentleman vote to give this au-
thority and power to President Hoover?

Mr. GIFFORD. The gentleman must not be so stubborn.
‘We gave the power to Hoover and we tock it away from him
with one breath.

Mr, HEALEY. Did the gentleman vote to give him that
power?

Mr. GIFFORD. I voted to give it to him and I voted to
give greater power to Mr. Roosevelt in the emergency pericd.
We voted to give it to Hoover, fully reserving the veto power
even by one branch, and it was used with alacrity to shelve
his recommendations.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr, TABER., Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. KNuTsoN].

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, undoubtedly the best
arguments that have been made against the passage of the
reorganization bill have been advanced by Democrats, most
of whom are loyal and ardent New Dealers. For instance,
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Woobruml, than whom
there is no more respected Member of this House, is perhaps
as well posted on the fiscal situation of the country as any
Member of either body and when he tells me, as he told the
House on Monday, that the passage of the reorganization
bill will saddle upon the American people an additional cost
in Government ranging from one billion to three billion dol-
lars per year I, for one, believe him and to me that is as cogent
a reason for defeating this legislation as any that has been
advanced.

Let us see what may be done under the proposed reorgani-
zation measure: The Executive can emasculate and prac-
tically destroy the civil service by making its chief absolutely
subservient to his will; under the operation of this law the
independence of the General Accounting Office, which is the
only check that we now have upon the ‘“galloping hounds
of waste,” would be placed under the thumb of the Presi-
dent and answerable to him rather than to Congress.

It is a motely crew that is supporting this legislation. For
instance, Earl Browder, late candidate for President on the
communistic ticket, has been calling upon House Members
and urging them to vote for the passage of the President’s
reorganization plan. Can it be that Mr. Browder knows
that the passage of this legislation will hasten the day of
one-man rule in America, such as they now have in Russia?

What other object can Mr. Browder have? We all know
that the Communists do not believe in rule by the people.
That has been amply demonstrated in Russia where the
purge has superseded the ballot. While I do not believe that
Mr. Roosevelt aspires to be dictator I am not going to take
a chance by finessing in this instance, This is a time to
play trump. -

Legend has it that when Rome burned 1,900 years ago
Nero sat at a window in the second story of his palace and
fiddled while the city burned. That is precisely what the
New Dealers are doing today. With between twelve and four-
teen million out of work, 4,000,000 of whom have never had a
steady job since they graduated from school or college; with
factories closed or running only part time; with agricultural
and commodity prices daily tumbling; with the stocks and
bonds down to 1932 levels; with fear and uncertainty
gripping the heart of America such as Eleanor Patterson de-
scribes with verity and precision in a leading editorial which
appeared on the front page of this morning’s Washington
Herald when she said:

You sald cnce, with eternal truth, that the only thing to fear
is fear itself. Fear is depressing industry. With due respect, you
should concede the obvious: This fear is fear of you.

Certainly this is no time to be fiddling with reform legis-
lation, and more especially when it is going to add to our
fears and also place upon an already overburdened people
an additional expense of from one to three billion dollars
per year.

Much has been said about the propaganda that has been
sent to Washington by the people back home in protest
against this legislation. Let me ask the leaders of the New
Deal, “Since when has it become unlawful or reprehensible
for the American people to petition Congress?” I thought
this right was guaranteed under the Constitution, but that
noble document seems to mean little or nothing these days.
As for me, I welcome suggestions from those whom I rep-
resent and as their Representative in Congress it is my
bounden duty to follow their wishes. That I have done in
the past and shall continue to do in the future.

Preceding speakers have sought to belittle those Demo-
crats who have in this instance placed country above party.
I hail them as-true Americans. I am proud to be in the
company of such distinguished Jefersonian Democrats as
Chairman HatroN W. SuMNERS, of the Judiciary Committee;
JoHN O'Conmor, chairman of the Rules Committee; Chair-
man RamspEck, of the Civil Service Committee; Mr. LAMNECEK,
of Ohio; Mr. PETTENGILL, of Indiana; and many other Demo-
crats who refuse to be stooges. I liken them to the Minute-
men who fought for human liberty at Lexington and Bunker
Hill and laid the foundation for our freedom. This free-
dom we must not surrender now. i

Twenty-one years ago today a somewhat similar drama
was enacted in this body. I refer to the resolution which
put America into the World War. Then, too, we also had
many rubber stamps in the House, who in their zeal to be
regular were willing to bend the pregnant hinges of the
knee that thrift might follow fawning. They, too, ex-
tolled the President and likened him unto Christ and the
Twelve Apostles, and I vividly recall the tense scene when that
great Democrat and American, Claude Kitchin, of North
Carolina, then Democratic leader, took the floor in opposi-
tion to the war resolution, and it may not be out of place
for me to quote that great Jeffersonian Democrat at this
point. He said:

Profoundly impressed with the gravity of the situation, appre-
ciating to the fullest the penalities which a war-mad moment
will impose, my conscience and judgment, after mature thought
and fervent prayer for rightful guidance, have marked out clearly
the path of my duty and I have made up my mind to walk it,
if I go barefooted and alone.

Would that we had more Claude Kitchins in the American
Congress. There was a man! Today he is a glorious and
inspiring memory, while those who then denounced him for
refusing to blindly follow the leader are forgotten, unwept,
unhonored, and unsung.
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ABOU BEN ADHEM (ALMOST)
Abou, the President (may his panic cease!)
Awoke one night from a dream without peace,
And called the reporters into his room,
In the panicky dread of political doom.
Bach reporter wrote on his paper fold.
Exceeding fear had made the President cold.
And to the reporters there he said,
“What writest thou?” Each reporter raised his head,
Then each and all with looks of sweet accord
Answered, “The names of those who would be Lord.”
“And is mine one?” said Abou. "Yea, quite so,”
Replied the scribes, Abou spake more low,
But cheerily still; and said, “I pray thee, then,
Write me as one that loves his fellow men.”
The writers wrote and vanish. On election night
They came again with a great awakening light,
And showed the names the public had suppressed,
And lo! The President’s name led all the rest.

[Applause.]

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KNUTSON. Yes; I yield for a brief guestion.

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the distin-
guished gentleman from Minnesota, who has the courage to
stand up here and say “no” when everybody else is saying
“yes,” if he thinks this type of legislation is needed today?

Mr. KNUTSON. If I thought so, if I had any doubt about
it, I would resolve that doubt in favor of this legislation and
vote for it.

Mr. STACK. But does the gentleman feel that it is
needed?

Mr. ENUTSON. Absolutely no. There is no need for it
whatsoever. Let the President exercise the power to reor-
ganize Government bureaus he already has.

Mr, STACK. I call the gentleman’s attention to the
ConcressioNAL Recorp of April 5, beginning on page 4804,
where he will find wholesome philosophy on legislation that
this Congress should pass and that the country needs, legis-
lation which we could pass if we would get together.

[Here the gavel fell.] .

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 additional minutes
to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. ENUTSON. And now I want to ask the gentleman
from Pennsylvania a question. The gentleman from Penn-
sylvania is a fearless, honest legislator. Has he any idea
that the passage of this legislation is going to create jobs,
reopen any factories, or give the people bread?

Mr, STACK. I have no such idea.

Mr. ENUTSON. I do not think there is a man in this
House who is so fatuous as to believe it will.

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr, ENUTSON. I yield.

Mr. WOODRUFF. Will not the gentleman from Minne-
sota agree that if this particular bill becomes a law it will
provide jobs and that they will all be on the Government
pay roll?

Mr. ENUTSON. I very much fear that the enactment of
this measure would perpetuate present evils and many
students are of the same opinion,

As a matter of fact, the passage of this legislation will
create more fear, which will mean more unemployment and
more people on relief. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. TAYLOR.]

Mr, TAYLOR of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, the press car-
ried the story a few days ago fhat, while recently sojourn-
ing amidst the salubrious environment of Warm Springs, Ga.,
around the murky midnight hour when ghosts walk and
graves gape and give up their dead the President of the
United States hurriedly summoned the representatives of
the fourth estate, in their nightshirts, as it were, and gave
them a letter which he had penned to some anonymous
person, in other words, a ghost. In this now celebrated epis-
tle, the President advised his imaginary friend that he, the

President, had neither desire, disposition, nor aspiration to-

be a dictator., Manifestly, his purpose in giving out the con-
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tents of this alleged letter to his nebulous friend was to com-
bat the feeling that has become widespread throughout the
Nation that he is demanding the passage of this reorganiza-
tion bill, to further his ambition to become a dictator.

Smarting under the publicity which followed the ridiculous
Warm Springs episode, the President now denies that it was
midnight when he summoned the boys of the press. He says
it was 10 o'clock but that it took the press boys 2 hours to
dispel the influences of the “sand man” and insert them-
selves into their pantaloons, [Laughter.]

Now, it came to pass that at the same time the President
was sojourning in the land of Warm Springs, his high priest
Mr. Harry Hopkins and his stalwart generalissimo, Mr. James
Aloysius Farley were dallying in the land of milk and honey,
luxury and sunshine way down south in Florida. Of
course, there was no reason why these celebrities should not
have been enjoying such a vacation. There were only 13,-
000,000 people in the United States looking for jobs and
business and industry were going to the bow-wows only at
the rate of a mile a minute. So, on with the dance—let joy
be unconfined. We must have our $100 dinners and Plorida
vacations regardless of the misery and destitution of the
much politically exploited one-third of our population.

Well, while “Gentleman Jim” and “Happy Harry” were
basking in the salubrity of that famous southern clime, it
is related by the press that one evening they sat at the same
table in one of Florida's fashionable hotels when the New
Deal high priest called the headwaiter and said, “Do you
have many new dealers stopping with you, George?” The
headwaiter replied, “Boss, do you want a pleasant answer or
the truth?” “We want the truth,” echoed “High Priest Harry.”
“Well, all the new dealers we have down here,” opined the
headwaiter, aware of the identity of his two distinguished
guests, “I could count on the index finger of one hand.” *“Is
that so?” countered Mr. Farley, “We'll have to get after
some of these concentrations of wealth.” To which the
headwaiter shot back “Why don’t you get busy on the Roose-
velts? They're certainly raking in the dough.” [Applause.]

But, Mr. Chairman, recurring to the Warm Springs night-
shirt incident. When I read about it me thought to my-
self here is a capital idea and I decided that I would emu-
late the example of the Chief Executive, and so I straight-
way sat down and wrote a ghost lefter to a very warm, per-
sonal, imaginary friend of mine down in the Second District
of Tennessee. I wrote as follows: Dear John (in keeping
with the custom of the President I invariably address them
by their given names if by any sort of ingenuity such can be
ascertained), I am in receipt of your letter of the 4th making
inquiry as to the merits of the so-called reorganization bill
now pending in the House of Representatives. Replying, I
wish to say that this bill has no merit. It is as void of merit
as a polecat is of attar of roses, and in saying this I want to
apologize to the polecat. [Applause.]

Besides being void of merit, the bill is vicious. In fact, in
my opinion, it is the most iniquitous measure that the New
Deal has proposed to dafe. It is even more diabolical than
the erstwhile proposition to pack the Supreme Court.

EKnowing you as I do, and fully aware of your high sense
of patriotism and your anxiety for the preservation of our
democratic form of government, I can fully appreciate your
deep concern over this proposed revolutionary legislation.

The passage of this “nefarious” bill, as it is now generally
denominated, will mean the stripping of Congress of its most
vital and important constitutional prerogatives and confer-
ring them upon the Executive., It will mean just another
step—yes, another stride—toward dictatorship in the United
States.

Only this morning I received a post card which properly
characterizes this proposal. Written on the post card is the
following:

Some Congressmen may be rubber stamps by choice, Many
Congressmen have been rubber stamps in fact. All Congressmen
will be rubber stamps by law if the reorganization bill passes.

[Applause.]

To me the paramount issue presented in this bill is, Shall
we have one-man government in the United States—call it




1938

dictatorship, fascism, or something else—or shall we continue
along the course charted by our forefathers? A rose will
smell no sweeter if called by some other name, and a sewer
will give forth the same malodor even if given a more eupho-
nious title.

This legislation is unwise, unsound, and un-American,

The fact that the sponsors of this bill are willing to grant
any concession which they think is necessary to pass it is to
me a confession that they know it is evil legislation. Why
exempt the Veterans' Administration except to get votes for
the bill? Why eliminate the section relating to education
except for the sake of expediency? And before the day is
over, in their desperation to pass the bill, I expect them to
agree to exempt the Civil Service Commission. I am sure
they will if they conclude that this is necessary o pass this
haneful legislation.

Now, if it were sound and proper to include these items
in the bill in the first instance, it is still sound and proper;
and to agree to withdraw them now clearly shows a lack of
sincerity on the part of the protagonists of this measure.

This hill will wreck absolutely the general accounting ma-
chinery of the Government, which during the past 15 years
has saved the taxpayers of this Nation untold millions.
When we place in the hands of the person appointed
by the President and subject to removal at the whim of
the President the spending of the taxpayers’ money, God
only knows what the result will be. It is now costing us
$1,000,000,000 a year to pay the interest alone on what we
owe. And yet only a short time ago the total running ex-
penses of the Government were less than a billion dollars a
year.

It is admitted that this bill will not effect one penny’s sav-
ing; that it will not contribute one iota to the solution of
ocur economic problem; that it will not put one single, soli-
tary man or woman to work. On the contrary, Representa-
tive WoobprvM, of the Appropriations Committee, a recog-
nized expert on Federal fiscal affairs, estimates that the
enactment of this bill will increase the cost of government
from one billion to three billion dollars per year.

With this sad picture before us, I cannot understand how
any Congressman can support this unsound and fantastic
piece of legislation.

There appeared in the Washington Herald this morning
an open leiter to the President by Miss Eleanor Patterson,
publisher of that paper. Miss Patterson’s family owns the
New York News, one of the oldest and most substantial news-
papers in the country, which has been a vigorous advocate of
the President’s policies. The Herald, to date, has not been
unfriendly to the New Deal. The logic of what Miss Pat-
terson says in her open letter in the Herald is so patent and
uncontrovertible that I am concluding my letter to you by
quoting it, as follows:

DeaR Mg. PresmeNT: They tell me that on several recent oc-
casions, when some visitor has been nagging you about what you
should say to put business back on its feet in this country, you
have retorted:

“All right. You go ahead. Write out exactly what you think
I could say that would banish fear. I'll dare you."”

Mr. President, if you had dared me, this would be my answer:

You sald once, with eternal truth, that the only thing to fear
is fear itself. Fear is depressing industry. With due respect, you
should concede the obvious: This fear is fear of you.

It is fear of shifting policles; of a hostile attitude toward legiti-
mate business; of insistence on discredited tax methods and other
laws which prevent the earning and retaining of fair and honest

rofits.
P It is fear that if you work out a constructive plan you won't
stay put. It is fear that if a plan of yours is proved bad you will
stick to it stubbornly because you are unwilling to admit that,
like all the rest of us, you make mistakes.

Mr. President, you can eliminate this basic cause of the depres-
slon very slmply. You command an instant audience of the whole
Nation. Through 4 Inessage to Congress or some other vehicle
you should address yourself at once and convincingly to remove
the fear that keeps applicants for loans away from banks full of
money and prevents us from turning into profits the greatest
store of natural resources and industrial ingenuity in the world.

You should inform the American people that, proud—as you
should be proud—of the great moral and social advances which
have been made under your leadership, you are willing now to
consolidate these and attempt no more until your Cabinet, your

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

4869

goux;gressional leaders, and you agree that the Nation can foot the

You should announce that your only effort will be to raise the
national income, without devaluation or other artifices, to that
ninety or one hundred billions annually which you set as the goal,
You should explain that, in order to do this, you and your adminis-
trative circle will refrain from favoritism toward any economic
groups, disturbing speeches, sudden and new proposals to Congress,
and attacks on groups and individuals who happen to disagree with
or criticize you. You should set a high example by clearing your
mind of private hates.

You should make it clear that we shan't fight any more over
who is to share the annual income of ninety or one hundred bil-
lions, and to what degree, until you have given all of us a chance
to raise it to that figure. This we can do.

You should let administrative silence “like a poultice come to
heal the blows of sound,” and permit industry to go to work in an
atmosphere of peace and security.

If you will do this, Mr. President, explicitly, generously, candidly;
make no effort to keep Congress in session longer than is absolutely
necessary, and reduce your blacklist to real, intentional enemies of
the common welfare, you will be astounded to witness the curative
effect of this single thing.

Other details are important, of course. The details of your new
plan to underwrite loans to all kinds of business. The details of
your aid to the rallroads, The details of the enduring armistice
you should sign with the utilities so that they can refinance and
stimulate the heavy industries.

But the chief thing Is to eliminate fear and thus restore con-
fidence. You alone can do that. But you must do it thoroughly,
forsaking hate and vanity, and resuming that patience with which
you so nobly and courageously conquered an illness that would
have broken the spirit of most of us.

You have been a great leader and a great man. You can be again,

ELEANOR PATTERSON.

[Applause.]

Mr. BEAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. CURLEY].

Mr. CURLEY. Mr. Chairman, my purpose in entering
into this debate at the present time is to keep a solemn pledge
which I made to my constituents in the fall of 1936. As a
Democrat, I consider that pledge to my people back home as
sacred as the cath I took in the well of this House when I
assumed office on January 3, 1936.

I recall the words uttered by our great President, Franklin
Delano Roosevelt, in his inaugural address, in which he
stated that “all we need fear is fear.” I am reminded of
what that great French author and writer, Andre Maurois,
said about fear and panic. He said that—

Panic is the result of blind imitation of others. It comes when
the critical sense falls, and it returns when logie, displacing imita-
tion, returns to govern the human conduct and actions of men.

Mr. Chairman, back in the adolescent days of the present
century Hon. Alfred E. Smith, then Governor of the State of
New York, reorganized the 118 existing agencies of the Em-
pire State into 18. No one called him a dictator for per=-
forming such a constructive, statesmanlike operation on a
cumbersome governmental administrative branch of the
State government, and it has functioned very efliciently,
economically, and prudently ever since. Now, when Presi-
dent Roosevelt attempts to carry out the same purpose in the
National Government, he is called a dictator by his enemies.

THE PUBLIC CONVINCED ROOSEVELT RIGHT

The people throughout the Nation have given unmistak-
able evidence of complete confidence in our great President,
Franklin D. Roosevelt, and his New Deal in our National
Government. Over 22,000,000 of American voters placed the
destinies of a very sick nation in President Roosevelt’s hands
in 1932. Twenty-seven million voters did the same thing in
1936, and I was one of those voters each time. He did not let
the people down then, did he? No; he did not! Nor will he
let the people down now. Watch future developments for
the proof. Out of the maze of unbridled criticism we have
proven our case in the light of reason, common sense, and
concrete evidence. President Roosevelt has demonstrated
that “the tongue of the prudent and wise useth knowledge
aright; but the mouths of fools poureth forth foolishness.”

It might be well to take note of the result of a Nation-wide
poll which the American Institute of Public Opinion, under
supervision of Dr. Gallup, conducted in March 1936, the ac-
curacy of whose polls have been tested repeatedly and com-
mands public respect. The question submitted was whether
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the classified civil service should be extended to all except
the highest-paid positions. The result of this Nation-wide
poll was 88 percent vote in favor of extending the civil
service.

The paramount thoughts in the minds of the intelligent
citizens of our great American Nation today cannot be
gswayed by insincere critics who are always opposed to any
New Desal legislation, much less the reorganization bill, and
who engage in a mudslinging spree by pillorying our great
President with an avalanche of personal abuse. The Nation
aims to guarantee and protect human as well as property
rights now and for the future, and these rights have been
erystallized into a real American Government of real Ameri-
can people, by real American people, and for real American
people, by a real American Executive of a great liberty-loving
Nation of free people.

YOU CANNOT SELL MANUFACTURED HYSTERIA WHEN REASON PREVAILS

Nor can the high-powered salesmen create widespread fear
of any kind of a scarecrow in the form of a dictatorship
should the reorganization bill now under discussion by Con-
gress pass—and it will pass,. When the banks were closing
in every city, town, and village in 1932 and 1933 you did not
hear Roosevelt called dictator, did you, when he closed all
their doors and rescued what was left of the savings of thou-
sands of those now worrying about dictatorship? ¥You never
heard him called dictator when Roosevelt saved a million
home owners, did you? Oh, no! But many are being misled
now by false propaganda that this bill will make him a dic-
tator. We need have no fear on that score. Neither was he
called a dictator when he saved the railroads—nor agricul-
ture. He was a financial lifesaver then.

It is the opinion of a great many, whose considered judg-
ment on this bill I have sought, that the primary purpose
of a rational reorganization of the administrative agencies of
the executive branch of our National Government is to re-
duce to a manageable degree those now existing. The
Constitution of the United States sets up no administrative
organization for the Government. This bill will tend to
modify that situation. [Applause.]

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoLcorT].

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, it is unfortunate that
the Congress has been compelled to devote so much time
during the last few weeks to so-called reform measures,
We might better have been devoting our time to an under-
standing of the business and economic situation with a
view to relief for 11,000,000 of our people who are without
employment, and who are ill-fed, ill-clad, and ill-housed.

We have before us for consideration a so-called reform
measure which has aroused the American people more than
any one issue during the 7 years I have been a Member of
Congress. The extent to which our people have been
aroused is reflected in the number of telegrams and letters
which have been received in opposition to giving the Presi-
dent the power to reorganize the executive departments. In
comparison, when the holding-company bill was pending be-
fore the Congress I received less than 50 telegrams and letters
from my district with respect to that bill. When the Court
bill was being considered last year I received from my dis=
trict less than 100 telegrams and letters, either in opposition
or in favor of the reorganization of the judiciary. As an
example of the extent of the interest in this bill, may I say
for the Recorp that I have received from my district over
1,500 telegrams and almost as many letters in condemnation
of a reorganization bill in any form at this time.

I have always considered myself to be the spokesman
and the mouthpiece of the people whom I represent. I have
always been of the opinion that when I ceased to bespeak
the wishes of the majority of the people of my district
I would be then contributing to the distintegration of rep-
resentative Government. These letters and telegrams have
been helpful, and have strengthened me in my determina-
tion to prevent any further delegation of legislative powers
and prerogatives to the President. As was understood by
those who sent them to me, I had taken a very firm stand
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against reorganization in the form in which it is provided in
this bill at the time the bill was being debated in the Senate
and before it had reached the House for consideration.

Mr. Chairman, reorganization of the executive depart-
ments is purely a legislative function. The Constitution of
the United States provides that the President shall make
only such appointments to offices in the executive branch
as are established by law. The legislative function, of
course, contemplates the enactment of laws, so no depart-
ment of the executive branch should be eliminated or
consolidated with any other department unless it be by
authorization contained in a law duly enacted by the
Congress of the United States.

The Constitution places a duty on the President in this re-
spect. Section 3, article II, of the Constitution provides that—

He—

Referring to the President—

shall from time to time give to the Congress information of the
state of the Union, and recommend to their cunaideratkcn such
measures as he shall judge necessary and expedient * * *,

The President, therefore, has the duty, as well as the au-
thority, under this section of the Constitution to recommend
to the <Congress specific reorganization proposals. Because
of the inferest of the people in the reorganization of the
executive departments and because of this flood of protest
against reorganization in the manner provided in this bill,
I believe the President should recommend the withdrawal of
this bill, which, if enacted, will delegate to him almost un-
limited power in connection with the reorganization of the
executive departments, and withhold any proposals in these
respects until the next regular session of the Congress, when
in accordance with the duty, the authority, or prerogatives
given him by the Constitution, he should make specific
recommendations concerning the elimination or consolida-
tion of existing departments and the creation of new
bureaus with a view to doing away with overlapping func-
tions and increasing the efficiency of the executive estab-
lishment. Then the Congress of the United States may
take up his specific recommendations one by one and
adopt or reject them in accordance with the spirit of the
Constitution.

It is unfortunate that during this debate we have been
told that we should vote for or against this bill as a vote
of confidence in or against the individual who at the present
time happens to be occupying the White House,

It was said by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MaveEricK]
during this debate, that they, the Republicans, want to break
the prestige of Roosevelt and the Democratic Party. For the
purpose of the argument I admit the Republicans in this
House have largely been against the policies of the present
administration, and I admit that probably a majority of the
Republicans have so voiced themselves and voted on New
Deal policies. However, if we were more concerned with the
destruction of Franklin D. Roosevelt or the Democratic Party
than in the preservation of a republican democracy the Re-
publicans in the House would be unanimously for this bill
because there is nothing which will so break the prestige of
Franklin D. Roosevelt and the Democratic Party as the pas-
sage of this bill. The cold politics of it is that if the Repub-
licans were more interested in the success of their party at
the polls this fall and in 1940 than in the perpetuation of
constitutional government the Republicans would be univer-
sally for this bill. We believe that the welfare of this country
and the preservation of a republican democracy is para-
mount to Republican Party success. For that reason and for
that reason alone we are forgetting our political prejudices,
we are putting our desire to defeat Franklin D. Roosevelt
and the Democratic Party behind us momentarily, and we
are going to be magnanimous, and are going to vote against
this bill even though in doing so we will contribute to an
increase in the prestige of the Democratic Party. Many of
you Democrats are as much concerned with the preservation
of a republican democracy as we are in defeating this iniqui-
tous and pernicious measure, and realize that- by defeating
this bill you will prevent the undoing of not only the indi-
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vidual in the White House but your party as well. You know,
as the Republicans have so long realized, that the great
mistake the Democratic Party has made during the last 5
years is to build the party around one individual, so as the
popularity of that individual declines the popularity of your
party declines. It is with a great deal of sincerity and in
the hope that your party will still remain one of the large
parties and a check upon the zeal and enthusiasm of the
Republican Party, when and as it comes back into power,
that we are voting as we are today. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. BEAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BiGELOow].

Mr. BIGELOW. Mr. Chairman, I do not expect any ap-
plause from the Democratic side this afternoon, and I hope I
shall not be embarrassed by any applause from the Repub-
lican side.

From the days of Charles Dickens, and before, government
has been the great circumlocution office. Of late we have
been spawning bureaus that slop over into each other. The
poor old ship of state can hardly move for the barnacles.
Ahout all the Presidents have proposed to do something about
it. Just of late a very courageous effort was made, and the
product of this effort we have before us in the reorganiza-
tion bill.

WHY THE EXCITEMENT?

I do not associate myself with the detractors of our Presi-
dent, neither do I find anything sinister in this legislation.
I believe the committee has acted in good faith and has tried
to perform a public service, and here is the legislation, but to
the surprise of everybody this legislation has encountered a
perfect hurricane of opposition. It will be said that this
opposition has been stirred up by people with malice in their
hearts toward the President, inspired by radio speeches. I
have received in my office 3,000 letters and telegrams against
this bill, and I believe a bare dozen requests for its support.
I know some of the people who have written and wired me,
and after examining the appearance of the letters that have
come into my office I am satisfied that from my district there
has been none of that sort of thing that is referred to as
organized propaganda. Certainly this demonstration, this
protest, has come up from the common, the plain people of
my distriet.

BAD CASE OF NERVES

I asked myself the cause of this hurricane of opposition. I
cannot believe that radio addresses could have produced any
such storm as this. It is a psychological phenomenon that I
have tried to analyze, and I have come to the conclusion that,
more than we in this Congress have realized, the beastly
butcheries and the march of the dictators in Europe have
finally struck terror to the American heart.

We are in the grip of a great fear. These fears have
been touched off by radio addresses, perhaps, but the fears
were here and are here. In view of this unhappy state of
mind, this suspicion, this fear, even though I cannof find
the sinister things in this legislation that others seem to
find, I feel that out of deference to what I believe to be a
very much worried public opinion in my district I must
vote “no” on this bill. [Applause.]

FIRST THINGS FIRST

There is another reason. It does seem to me this House
is acting a good deal like the old woman who was told her
house was on fire. She said yes, she knew it, but she could
not do anything about it just then because it was time for
her to go feed the chickens. Our house is on fire. We have
in this country a condition more desperate and more perilous
than we in this Congress have realized. I believe the people
back home more fully realize it than we do. It does seem
to me that in bothering so much about a piece of legisla-
tion like this, which certainly cannot be claimed as important
or greatly needed at this particular time, we are sort of
dolling up the furniture in our house while the house is
burning. I believe the best thing that could happen to the
state of mind of the American people at this time would
be to lay this bill on the table, and then say, although of
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course this would have to be said by the President of the
United States, that instead of any more legislation of this
kind we are going to try to put out this fire in our house,
I feel I have no right to be in this Congress drawing my
salary without making it my first duty to do everything pos-
sible to give jobs to the 12,000,000 or 14,000,000 people out
of work in this country. [Applause.]
HEROIC ACTION NEEDED

I believe some very unusual thing must be done by the
President and by our party, and I hope with the cooperation
of most of the Republicans, too. I fear that the Reconstrue-
tion Finance Corporation legislation put through here will
not work fast enough. I believe some billions of money must
be poured in, and that right soon, with an honest effort to
give jobs to everybody that needs them in the United States.

I do not believe we should borrow money and pay interest
to the bankers for it. The President for some years now has
had the power to issue three billions of money, but this
power is only to buy Government bonds with the money.
Today I put in the box a little amendment to that bill mak-
ing this power available so he may use it to grant loans to
States and political subdivisions of States, without interest,
for any kind of public work that will put men on jobs doing
useful things.

Do we want to go back home—how will we feel going back
home facing these millions out of work? How will they feel
and how will we feel when we have to say to them, “No; we
did not get you jobs, but here is a nice reorganization bill.”
[Laughter.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. LAMBERTSON].

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, I think probably the
fewer speeches that come from the minority the better off
will be our cause.

Perhaps we regard each other as too strictly partisan.
Let me give a little of my background in that respect.
While opposing the major measures in this Congress I have
not done that in the previous Congresses. I have been op-
posed in my last two primaries because I voted for too many
things that Mr. Roosevelt wanted, and my post-office patron-
age was taken away from me in the last year of the Hoover
administration by Walter Brown because I had voted against
the Hawley-Smoot tariff bill. So I have not such a yellow
dog, partisan background as some of you might imagine.
This is what has impressed me in connection with the con-
gideration of this bill. It was what our colleague LanHAM
said, and that is that any reorganization ought to have as
its major purpose economy and reduction of bureaus, and
since this bill does not emphasize either, or when there is
an argument for the creation of more things than it elim-
inates, I believe it ought to be opposed until such time as
economy or reduction of bureaus is the essence of it.

This administration has done some good things, and this
President has scme things in his favor, but I think you Demo-
crats, as well as the Republicans, will agree with me that you
cannot say this administration has any record for economy.
No; it has not stood for economy, and anything that creates
a reorganization ought to have for its background economy.
This is the thing Langam emphasized, and this is the thing
that has appealed to me from the first with regard to this
bill.

Secondly, one-third of the bureaus we have down here
have been created under this administration. About one-
third of the bureaucracy we have in Washington has come
within the last 5 years. Granting this, iIs it not natural
to suppose that the President that created these babies will
not destroy them? He will destroy something that was cre-

ated before he came here, maybe, but he will destroy last of
all his own children; and, above everything, a lot of these
new agencies ought to be consolidated or destroyed if there
is going to be a real reorganization,

Therefore, it is not natural and it is not human for Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt to destroy the bureaucracy that he has
created. If he had been sincere about all this, why did he




4872

not, as he created these bureaus one by one, put them into a
department that already existed? He could have done this.
He could have said to the H. O. L. C,, “You go here,” and to
the F. E, R. A, “You go there,” and so on. He could have
put them where they belonged at the right time. Of course,
the reason for this was that they were cloaked with civil
service, and he did not want them to start with civil service,
probably, and there was a lot of politics in it because every
one that was created carried partisan jobs. I think some-
times, in all fairness, there was foo much emphasis on the
jobs that were created by these things that were going to do
the people so much good; end my second point is that,
naturally and humanly, the man who started one-third of
these jobs is not going to destroy them in a reorganization
program.

So he is not the man to do it; it has got to be somebody
who comes after him.

The cry “dictatorship” is in the air and they rise on this
side and try to laugh it off. We heard him here on the 5th
of February a year ago lay before Congress—he did not
recommend—he laid before Congress the new Court pro-
posal, a bill all prepared, and that is right when I began to
change. I had been pretty sympathetic with Franklin
Roosevelt to that time, but after that last election I began
to change. I think it has a bad psychological effect, as I
said before, for any President to carry 46 States. It is ter-
rible., It makes him think that he can do anything and that
he has a right to do anything,.

Then he followed with the wage and hour bhill, which
had as its essence a political board of five men, not only to
fix minimum wages for the subnormal but to fix wages and
control industry as well as labor. That is what the original
Black-Connery bill had in it.

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Briefly.

Mr., STACK. Does the distinguished gentleman from
Kansas think that he could carry 46 States on this issue?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Oh, no; none. Without any doubt,
he could not carry any of them.

The wage and hour bill had this trend of dictatorship
in it. Then came the reorganization bill, emphasized a year
ago, and we have it before us today. In the meantime we
have passed the farm bill, which gave a lot of power to his
Becretary of Agriculture to regiment a great section of the
people of this country. I voted for the first A. A. A, but I
did not for this last one; and I do not think the farmers of
America are for the last one, either. The first was an emer-
gency measure, but the last one was a permanent farm policy.

The President asked the power to veto items in appropri-
ation bills. We had the Woodrum resolution. The Senate
committee took it out after the House had passed it. He
wanted the power to vefo items even after Congress had ad-
journed. A terrible thing to think that he asked for power
to veto items. And then in the big Navy message he asked
for this power that has been given to him by the Military
Affairs Committee in time of war. He asked for that right
in the middle of the Navy message. The committee has
brought it out, but they do not dare bring it to the floor.
Just a little more of this same stuff.

The President said as he walked out of this Chamber in
January, after delivering the annual message: “That is not
asking them, that is telling them, isn’t it, boys?” Or some-
thing like that, it was reported in the newspapers; and when
he was here he said in his message on the wage and hour
question: “That is putting it definitely before you.” The
President of the United States is supposed to recommend to
us, he is not supposed to come into the House of Representa-
tives and say to the House and the Senate: “This is definitely
before you;” yet that is what he said on the wage and hour
bill this January.

Mr. ENUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. ENUTSON. I think my friend, the gentleman from
EKansas, will admit that the President is in a much more
chastened frame of mind than he was a year or two ago.
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Mr. LAMBERTSON. There have been other things. There
was the pressure from the White House that defeated the
Ludlow resolution. And there was dismissal of the T. V. A.
Chairman, So, when you talk about dictatorship today, it
is not an iridescent dream. It is real. And it has come
through the last 14 months in a dozen different ways. I
have mentioned just some of them. We were called into
special session last fall to pass emergency measures. One of
the emergency measures was the reorganization bill, the
other emergency measure was the wage and hour bill
Neither were emergencies but they gave more power to the
Executive. And they thought that the appearance of emer=
gency might help to pass them.

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Briefly.

Mr, GIFFORD. I would like to ask the gentleman, to
help him, who was it who said, “I want it said of my first
administration that they met their match. I want it said
of my second administration that they met their master”?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. We all know who said it; and we
know who said they were going to drive the money changers
from the temple, too, and a few other things. So there are
lots of things that are not emergencies any more, yet he
tried to drive us into passing them on the plea of emer-
gency. They all contained power for the Chief Executive;
and that is what has gone clear through this country and
spread so much fear. It is culminating in this bill.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. SCOTT. I would ask the distinguished gentleman
from Kansas if it is his feeling that the President of the
United States is attempting now to set himself up as a
dictator over this country?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Without any question, but not con-
sciously; purposely, but not consciously.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Yes.

Mr. SCOTT. Would not the gentleman feel conclusively
oblg.h;fthatwerethecaseheisgumy of malfeasance in

ce

Mr. LAMBERTSON. I would not charge a President with
such a thing. We never make such charges against the
President.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 additional minutes
to the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. LAMBERTSON. The thing that impressed me above
everything else in this debate is what our colleague Rams-
PECK said the other day about the civil service. There is a
young man who came into this House the same time I did,
9 years ago; and we went on Labor together. He became
chairman of the Committee on the Civil Service. He is
one of the most influential men on the Committee on Labor.
You know he is conscientious, you know he is sincere, you
know he is intelligent, you know that he knows the civil
service.

He is bitterly opposed to this part of the bill. What he
said on the floor impressed me a great deal. He said, “As a
young man I came to the House post office 27 years ago. All
down through these years I have heard them say, ‘Stand by
the President,” yet the men who are left in Congress today,
of those who were here in 1911, are the men who have had
the courage and the conviction to do what they thought was
right. We cannot disregard the public opinion of the coun-
try.” No finer thing has been said on the floor of this House.
You may think you rode in on the coattail of somebody, but
you are not going to stay here on the coattail of that some~
body unless you exercise your own judgment. That is what
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Ramspeck] told you, and
that is the thing that impressed me greatly.

I do not think I have influenced any Member by what I
said. I do not think I have changed a vote, but may I say
my attitude toward the administration changed because it
went continually to the concentration of power in the Chief
Executive and toward unlimited spending. It also assumed
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a dictatorial attitude. The country has not progressed under
this attitude. We are in danger. The country is nervous
under this evidence of more power sought in the White House.
I think we ought to defeat this bill and postpone reorganiza-
tion until some man comes to the White House who went
with his parents in a covered wagon to create a home; some=
one who has had to work for a living, like Lincoln, who knows
what a grocery bill is, who knows what a mortgage is, who
knows what thrift is—then, and not till then, should we give
this power to a President to reorganize the Government.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. BEAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Grayl.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, there has
been a disposition on the part of the managers having charge
of this bill in the House to charge lack of faith in the Demo-
cratic party to those who very evidently oppose the measure.
There have been pleas for regularity. Those who are op-
posed to this bill have been charged with trying to ruin the
President. It has been alleged that they have been influenced
by propaganda of a hateful and malicious character. I
think I could utter one brief sentence and possibly it would
be more effective than what I can say in 10 minutes: “Eternal
vigilance is the price of liberty.”

Mr. Chairman, we have created instruments of power
which in the hands of political puppets would shackle the
liberties of the people. It is not so long since the President
of the United States uttered that sentence from the rostrum
of this House.

Thomas Jefferson once said that every man should be an
enemy of government. He did not mean that every man
should be an anarchist; he did not mean that every man
should be a rebel, but he did mean that government has a
tendency to encroach upon, gobble up the individual, and eat
the people out of their substance. If for no other reason

than to allay the fears of the people of this country at the
present time, the managers of this bill should withdraw it

from consideration now.

In lieu of that, I would suggest that the distinguished gen-
tleman from Missouri, the chairman of the Select Commit-
tee on Organization of the House, gather this bill into
his hands, that the Sergeant at Arms fall in line back of
him with his symbol of authority, that the membership on
both sides of the aisle also fall in line, the procession to be
ended by the distinguished Speaker of the House, its great-
est dignitary, that the line proceed to the front of the
Capitol and there to the solemn and funereal tones of taps
reduce this bill to ashes as a burnt offering of propitiation to
the God of our Fathers. [Applause.]

When has any Democratic national platform proposed
such legislation as this? On the other hand, from 1856 to
and including 1932, every Democratic platform has declared
against bureaucratic government as well as for the strict
preservation of the rights of the States as against ever-
increasing centralization of Federal power and authority.

Our rights to be called Democrats has been challenged
by some on this Democratic side of the aisle, and our quan-
tity of democracy has been figured out in percentages and
we have been measured down to fractions in our support of
administration measures.

All my life have I been a Democrat. I can never recall
having voted any other national ticket. My forbears were
that, and the great upheaval of the Civil War did not change
their adherence to that party. Therefore, I will not remain
speechless when challenged by the supporters of this meas-
ure. I will measure my democracy against theirs and my
loyalty to the principles of the party against any other
man's.

Mr. Chairman, may I say just a word about propaganda?
I hope in my time to be able to read some letters into the
Recorp that will demonstrate to some of the unbelieving or
chstinate Democrats who are in favor of this bill that it is not
malicious propaganda. :

The other day the distinguished and admirable gentleman
who presides over this Committee, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. McCormackl, when the stage was all set,
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when the galleries were full and the membership present in
its entirety, left the rostrum and came down to the well of
the House and made a magnificent and very brilliant speech.
He brought into play his great ability as an orator, his elo-
quence, and he spoke with fire and force and with dynamite
in every word. The gentleman from Massachusetts rung the
chimes in the belfries of the heavens with his speech against
intolerance, and he had us lifted to the greatest heights of
anticipation and expectation of an enthralling climax. But
the gentleman from Massachusetts, I am sorry to say, in the
very next breath and all unexpectedly delivered himself of a
most intolerant declaration. He said the opposition to this
bill was founded in malice and in hatred.

Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. I yield to the eloquent gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK. I know the gentleman wants to be
fair. Does the genfleman believe he quotes me correctly?
I said that a small but powerful financial group was con-
ducting this campaign of hatred against the bill. If the
gentleman will read my speech I am sure the gentleman will
come to a realization that I never said every person who was
opposed to this bill was actuated by malice, but it was a
small but powerful financial group that was conducting a
campaign of hatred against the bill,

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. The gentleman is correct,
and if I said that he made the statement that everybody
who opposed it did so on the basis of hatred and malice,
then I stand corrected.

I do mean to say that the gentleman laid emphasis on
the fact that the propaganda was due to malice and hatred.
The distinguished gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CocHRAN]
read a telegram from Archbishop Mooney of Detroit, in
which there was a great suppositional if so-and-so, then
this bill would not be detrimental to certain interests., Yes-
terday the gentleman from Massachusetts read a piece from
the Boston Herald, I believe, or some paper in his State, pur-
porting to quote that high dignitary, which contained an
entirely different view from the telegram or the message
read by the distinguished genfleman from Missouri.

Mr. Chairman, with all due respect to the sentiments of
the archbishop of the diocese of Detroit, may I quote a few
sentences from a gentleman in Washington, Dr. Edmund A.
Walsh, S. J., vice president of Georgetown University, a man
who is on the ground here and more likely to be more
thoroughly informed. I am sure both the gentlemen from
Missouri and Massachusetts will get the significance of the
letters “S. J.” It means, Mr. Chairman, a member of that
society which for the last 400 years has fertilized the soil of
every land and every clime with the blood of martyrdom in
an effort to Christianize and civilize the people of the world.

The most heroic annals in the history of the Western
Hemisphere are the story of their untellable sufferings and
agonies, their dauntless courage and constancy, their tortures
and martyrdoms of blood with one simple hope and effort of
trying to civilize and Christianize the Indians of North Amer-
ica, some of the most savage men in all recorded history. I
am sure, I repeat, my friends realize the full import of that
designation. Dr. Walsh has a different view. He is not so
assured of the effect of this bill, if the quotation in this paper
is correct. This is part of his statement:

Dr. Walsh warned that *“complete paralysis” in the American
democracy will come when the people “abdicate their sovereign
rights of free speech, of petition, and of assembly. It will be fur-
ther advanced,” he warned, “when they fail to recognize the import
of a certain proposal, now in preparation, to tighten Federal con-
trol over the means of publicity and communication, notably the
radio. That carefully contrived project will, I suspect, appear
shortly. Private institutions of charity, social welfare, philan-
thropy, education, and local initiative will surely experience the
dangers and the challenge attaching to a new Cablnet officer with
Jurisdiction prescribed under the broad title of public welfare.”

I am one of those who since January 1937 have had some
fear, and I am not so easily scared. But when the Supreme
Court packing bill came down and when the misshapen origi-
nal reorganization bill followed almost immediately, and
when there followed the heptarchy of the seven little sisters
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that was going to divide the country into seven provinces
with seven provinecial governors, I came to the conclusion
that perhaps there was something to fear, and I propose to
act on the adage that “eternal vigilance is the price of
liberty.”

The other day the gentleman from New York [Mr. Meap]
in all his power and eloquence—and I am a good friend of
his and I hope he is of mine—ribbed the conservatives. He
seemed to take the position that the conservatives, after link-
ing them with reactionaries, were people whose minds were
set in conecrete and were impervious to a new idea. I may
say to the gentleman from New York that the conservatives
are the salt of the earth. The conservatives are the very
foundation and substance of human life on this globe.

Every helpful force in Nature is a conservative force. The
attraction of the planets, the heat of the sun, the light of the
stars and moon, the falling of the rains, and the growing of
the crops are all conservative forces. It is only when the
forces of Nature become liberal that we have the hurricane,
the flood, the destructive waves of the ocean, the violent con-
vulsions of the earthauake, and the disastrous eruption of the
volecano. That is when natural forces get their names in the
newspapers—when they turn liberal and radical. It is the
same with the human mind. The human mind in conser-
vatism is the fount of all real progress.

Every worth while political reform in English history since
the days of Magna Carta has been a conservative reform.
When, in 1215 A. D., Archbishop Langton led the men who
wrested from the unwilling hands of King John that docu-
ment of our basic liberties—Magna Carta—they were only
getting guaranties that their ancient rights would be violated
no more. The Petition of Rights and the Bill of Rights were
conservative reforms. The Declaration of Independence was
a proclamation against the usurpations on age-old, moss-
grown legal rights. It was purely conservative. The Con-
stitution of the United States was a conservative charter.
All the charters of liberty and guaranties of the rights of
individuals were efforts to regain what had once been, bui
had been lost by the encroachments of servile parliaments
and autocratic governors.

It is only when the mind becomes liberal that we get de-
structionism. That is when people get their names in the
public view. Who was the first liberal and who was the first
radical? Lucifer, the Prince of Fallen Angels. He was not
satisfied with a great position in Heaven, he wanted to be
like unto God, and filled full of pride and arrogance; he was
not satisfied with sitting next to the throne of God, the
Creator, he wanted, creature that he was, to dominate his
Creator. He demanded a liberal construction of the laws of
the universe, so he was cast into hell, and the Prince of
Light, the Prince of Morning, who rebelled against the
Creator, became the Prince of Evil.

Mr. Chairman, that unhappy incident need not be taken
‘in a religious sense if one prefers not to so take it. But
every man, whether he likes to or not, must take it as a
practical everyday application to the affairs of life. At the
least, the incident represents the principle of good in opposi-
tion to evil. It makes clear the difference, the antagonism,
the everlasting conflict between conservation and disinte-
gration.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr., TABER. I yield 5 additional minutes to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, about this
propaganda that is conceived in malice and hate, I have a
letter from the pastor of a Lutheran Church in my district,
and I will venture that he was not very greatly influenced
by the radio broadcaster who has been mentioned here. This
letter is addressed to me under date of March 31, and reads
‘as follows:

DEAR MR. GRAY: Mrs. and I would appreciate your influ-
ence and vote against the reorganization bill now pending in the
House of Representatives.

Thanking you for the consideration you may give to this request,
I am,

Very truly yours,
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Does that sound like a hymn of hate? Is that inspired
by the alleged malice of the radio broadcaster? How much
direct influence do you suppose the radio broadcaster had
on that gentleman? He may have had some, but it was not
a compelling influence.

I have another letter from a Methodist Episcopal pastor
in my district, who states,

As one of the citizens of the Congressional District which you
represent I wish to express my emphatic opposition to the reor-
ganization bill of the President, which is now up for passage. My
reason for opposing this measure is that I believe it tends too
markedly toward overcentralization of authority in the executive
department of the Government.

Is that letter the result of propaganda, and actuated by
hate and malice?

I have another letter from a good southern Democrat who
is now in the North and has been for some years. He is the
pastor of a Presbyterian Church of my district. This is what
he states:

Dear ConcrEssMmanN: I write you to express my utmost protest
against the iniquitous reorganization bill that was passed yester-
day by the Senate and which I understand is to soon come back
to the House. I urge you to use your vote and all your influence
to kill this bill as much as is in your power.

I believe you were one who voted against the Supreme Court

packing plan of last year, and I extend to you my belated thanks
for same.

I voted for Roosevelt before, but wouldn’t vote for him again
if he were running for dog catcher. I have lost all faith in him
and am disgusted that he has brought the Democratic Party into
disrepute.

This gentleman is a Democrat, born and bred in the
South, but now living in the North. Do not tell me, do not
try to tell me, that these men of God are all full of wrath
and cabbage and consumed by the fumes of hate.

I have another letter from a friend of mine. These letters
are a cross section of the correspondence that is coming to
my office in great volume. Listen to this one, you obdurate
Democrats:

I assume that you recognize the Government reorganization bill
as a vicious measure, which will give the President power tanta-
mount to that of a dictatorship.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Not just now.

But just the same, as one of your constituents, I want to be
sure that my protest against the bill is definitely expressed to you.

If you could be in today and talk with people in the
street, in the shops, in the offices, in the hotels, out at the college,
or anywhere else——

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr., Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. WooprRum). Does the gentleman
from Pennsylvania yield for a parliamentary indquiry?

Mr, GRAY of Pennsylvania. I do not yield, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr., Chairman, I make the point of order
that the gentleman is reading communications and unless he
is willing to give the name and address of the senders of
them, I make a point of order against the reading of them.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands the rule to be
that the gentleman has to obtain unanimous consent if he
wishes to read any documents.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, all during
the debate on this bill telegrams and letters have been read
into the Recorp. I trust my colleague from Pennsylvania
[Mr. BrapLEY] is not so afraid of his position on this bill as
to insist on his point of order and preclude enlightenment,

The CHAIRMAN. That was without objection or a point
of order having been made against the reading of such
documents.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inqguiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. BOILEAU. Cannot the gentleman read communica-
tions with the permission of the House and, if so, I would
move that the gentleman be given permission to read the
communications.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin is cor-
rect.
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The gentleman from Wisconsin moves that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania have permission fo read the documents
referred to. 2l

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. I extend my thanks and ap-
preciation to the gentleman from Wisconsin for his alertness
and kindness and to this House for its fairness.

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
yield for a parliamentary inquiry?

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. I yield briefly,

Mr, STACK. I wonder if there is any way the distin-
guished gentleman from Virginia could find out if the noise
back here is spread in malice?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will try to maintain order.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. The letter continues:

I think you would be amazed to find out how absolutely panic
stricken the average man and woman is over the trend which legis-
lation has taken, particularly since the vote on the reorganization
bill yesterday.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 5 addi-
tional minutes,

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. I read further:

They are absolutely frightened, Mr. Gray. I have talked with a
lot of people in this town, Democrats and Republicans alike. They
are deeply concerned about this measure and what it can lead us
into. I was glad to vote for you and glad to make a number of
speeches in your behalf when you were running, because I liked
your style and had confidence in you, and, of course, I prefer to
believe that under no circumstances would you vote for such a
measure as the Government reorganization bill as at present con-
stituted. I am aware that it has some good points, but the sweep-
ing powers delegated to the President far transcend all of that. A
lot of people right here in are depending on you to help
block this measure.

This is the way the people are thinking about this bill.
This is the sentiment or the fear that possesses them at this
time. ;

And here is another letter from an upstanding Democratic
friend of mine:

Dear CoNGRESSMAN: As you know, I have always been a Demo-
crat. I worked for Mr. Roosevelt both times that he ran for the
Presidency. I have always been one of your principal supporters.
FPor several years now I have been worried. The action of the
Benate on the reorganization bill has stirred me very deeply.
People to whom I talk are beginning to wonder if President Roose-
velt really wants prosperity to return or whether there is a plan to
keep the country in turmoil, unrest, and disorder so that they will
get disgusted and in their troubles demand or accept a dictator.
You know I have a political job, but I feel that I earned that job.
I do not want to lose it but I am about to say good-bye to Mr.
Roosevelt and the rest of you as a bunch of bunglers. I hope you
do not take this letter as a personal affront.

The last great effort that was made to reorganize the
Government of the United States, since the episodes of Aaron
Burr, was in 1861, That violent reorganization “push” three-
quarters of a century ago had certain marks of respectability.
It was founded on what many people regarded as their con-
stitutional rights and privileges. It was openly declared.
The participants announced their intentions publicly and
plainly. They went to war and tried to maintain their argu-
ment at the point of the bayonet; they resorted to arms to
sustain what they considered a just and legal cause. They
did not sneak up to the back door of the Capitol in the dead
hours of the night and attempt to burglarize the Government
by theft of the Constitution from its sanctuary.

Now we have had the third great effort to reorganize the
Government. The more or less anemic bill we have before
us carries the odor of its ancestry with it. If still smells
of the tainted gale of tyranny. This House of Representa-
tives has the opportunity of a century to restore peace to the
troubled minds of the people by defeating it once and finally.

Yes; propaganda—‘“stand by the President.” Mr. Chair-
man, I belong to an organization that has a sworn obligation.
I am letting you in on a great secret when I say I am bound
by an oath. I belong to the organization that meets in this
House the first day of every Congress, when Members put up
their hands to God Almighty and take a solemn oath to
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support and defend the Constitution of the United States
against all enemies, foreign and domestic; that they will bear
true faith and allegiance to the same; that they take the
oath freely without any mental reservation or purpose of
evasion. I do not see anything in that oath that says that
I am sworn to support the Democratic Party first, or any-
thing that says that I am sworn to support the President
of the United States in preference to the cause of my coun-
try and the rights and liberties of our people. [Applause.l

[Here the gavel fell.]l

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may
desire to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoODRUFF].

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, seldom in the history of
the United States has there been such a brazen attempt on
the part of an administration to lash through the Congress
a major measure before the citizens could have time to regis-
ter their disapproval of it as has been the case in the Govern=-
ment reorganization bill now pending before the House.

A companion bill to the iniquitous Court-packing proposal,
this reorganization bill has been shrouded in mystery from
the day it was sent up to the Capitol by Mr. Roosevelt.

It was not accorded public hearings before regular com-
mittees of the House and the Senate, but was concealed
behind secret hearings until it was brought before the legis-
lative body.

Containing in its original form provisions which would
have made the President the all-powerful head of a one-man
government, despite his strange and surprising midnight
message declaring that he does not hanker for dictatorial
power, the measure still contains the provisions which would
thrust upon him the very powers which he now declares he
does not want, but which he insists must remain in the bill,

The battle over this exceedingly grave and fundamental
measure has again brought to the surface the conditions
which exist under this administration. The powers of patron-
age, punishment, and persuasion were carried to such extreme
lengths by the administration in forcing the bill through the
Senate by a narrow margin that veterans of the Senate
declare that it exceeded anything they have ever witnessed in
their experience in Washington.

One Senator—a Democrat, at that—exclaimed that "so
many logs have been rolled on the Senate floor on this
measure that it will take Paul Bunyan and his famous ox to
clear them away.”

Apparently chagrined by the narrow margin of his victory
in the Senate, Mr. Roosevelt saw fit to offer a gratuitous
insult to every Member of the Senate who dared to oppose
the measure by saying that the Senate had demonstrated
that it could not be “purchased” by organized letters and
telegrams., Mr. Roosevelt, however, did not say anything
about the other side of the story, including relief, W. P. A.,
and pet projects. His use of the word “purchased” in this
connection had an unfortunate and singular connotation.
Not only did Mr. Roosevelt insult those Senators who have
opposed him on other measures by his statement but he
insulted such loyal friends and supporters as Senator ROBERT
F. WacneR, of New York, and others who opposed him for the
first time. Not only did Mr. Roosevelt insult the Members
of the Senate but he insulted such organizations as the
American Federation of Labor, the National Grange, and
numerous other organizations and individuals—thousands of
them—who dared to exercise their constitutional right of
petition to their Congress.

Not content with this, and apparently fearing the rapidly
mounting volume of protests was endangering this measure,
which clothes Mr. Roosevelt with those powers which he
declares he does not want, the Chief Executive did an un-
precedented and strange thing. Down in the State of
Georgia he caused the press correspondents to be awakened
from their sleep at 1 o’clock in the morning to give them a
copy of a letter he had written to some unnamed friend in
which he declared that he does not want to be a dictator,
that he does not possess the qualities to be a successful die-
tator, and that his knowledge of the historical background
of dictatorships even further disinclined him to attempt the
role,
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Although Mr. Roosevelt apparently believed the necessity
of his utterance was so great that it could not possibly wait
until morning, he did not think it sufficiently important to
disclose to the newspaper correspondents the name of the
friend to whom the letter was addressed. There is much
speculation both among newspaper correspondents and
Members of Congress as to what friend of Mr. Roosevelt
was the recipient of this momentous declaration. We do not
know whether this friend had expressed fears that Mr,
Roosevelt might be harboring dictatorial ambitions, but we
do know that Mr. Roosevelt’s strange midnight letter was
meant for one of two purposes: Either he was recognizing
the widespread fear throughout this country that we are
rapidly drifting into a dictatorship under a political autoc-
racy, or else it was designed to enable his House leaders %o
stampede the measure through that body before the rising
tide of popular indignation and protest could have time to
register with the House Members., In either case it was a
most unprecedented, not to say weird, performance for a
President of the United States.

Mr. Roosevelt declared in his letter that he was asking no
more in the reorganization bill than “seven or eight of my
predecessors in the Presidency.” In this statement the
President was wholly in error. Not a single one of his prede-
cessors ever has proposed to the Congress any measure com-
parable in its grant of dictatorial powers to the Chief Exec-
utive that Mr. Roosevelt’s bill did.

Should this bill pass the House, the citizens of the United
States still have a chance to defeat this iniquitous measure.
If the bill should pass the House, it must go to conference,
and the conference report must go back to both the Senate
and the House for adoption or rejection. If the citizens will
continue to send their protests to Congress, there is an ex-
cellent opportunity for the bill to be defeated and thus give
the Congress time to work out a reorganization bill which
would provide for economy instead of increase of govern-
mental expenditures, and at the same time eliminate the
dangerous provisions contained in the present measure.

Mr. Roosevelt had for more than a year and a half after
he took office all the powers necessary to properly reorganize
the governmental bureaus, but those powers apparently did
not satisfy him. In addition to that, Mr. Roosevelt has had,
ever since the original powers were given him, full authority
to abolish, consolidate, reorganize, or in any other way
change the 40 or 50 bureaus set up under the New Deal,
which power he has not seen fit to exercise.

In view of these facts, it becomes difficult to understand
why Mr. Roosevelt insists upon the inclusion in the pending
measure of a grant to him of the very sort of power and
authority which he so earnestly desires not to have, that he
found it necessary to awaken the press correspondents at 1
o’'clock in the morning to tell the country so.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. SUMNERS].

Mr, STACK. Mr, Chairman, I make a point of order that
a quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count. [After count-
ing.] One hundred and fifteen Members are present, a
quorum.

The gentleman from Texas is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I appear this
afternoon with a good deal of hesitancy, because I am not
as familiar with the details of this bill as I ought to be
when I ask you to consider the observations which I am
about to make.

I believe that each Member of the Congress and most of
the citizens of the United States are conscious of the fact
that we are in responsibility in one of the most critical,
possibly one of the most tragic periods in the history of
all time. I have been interested, and I have been heart-
ened by the change of attitude of Members of Congress in
the last 2 years, and by the changing sentiment in the
country., I am certain that there are more Members of
Congress in this House today who are perfectly willing to
sacrifice their seats, who are willing to become political
casualties for the sake of what they believe, than in any
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period at least in the last decade. The Members of this
House assembled here this afternoon are conscious of the
fact that they are in responsibility in a great age. Those
of us who are familiar with the history of our country, who
have read the stories of the period of the Revolution when
great issues confronted the people, wished perhaps when
we were children that we had lived in that age. We did
not realize then that we ourselves were to live in an age
equally great and in some respects greater. When we came
to this Congress not many of us perhaps appreciated the
fact that we would sit here in the council of the Nation
when the issues of the perpetuity and of security of our
country would be involved. I have heard a good many
Members in discussing the history of this proposed legisla-
tion mention the fact that a short time ago we passed
with little opposition two bills dealing with reorganization.

In my judgment, this bill a few years ago could have
passed with not very much discussion. Why this change?
The why of this change, as I see it, is one of the most im-
portant things in the whole situation. This, I believe, is
the explanation at least in part. When this administra-
tion came to governmental responsibility it did so when
this country confronted the possibility of economic collapse.
‘We witnessed a recurrence then of one of the most fascinat-
ing phenomenon to be observed in the long history of Anglo-
Saxon governments. We are going to find out something
about governments in the next few years that we have
not known before. We are going to learn that while gov-
ernment is the agent of the people, the people are the
agents of government and have to do its work. There are
instincts of governmental self-preservation. Government is
just as much an entity provided for in the great economy
as you, a human being, is an entity. We are going to have
to learn, and learn pretty soon, those of us who try to
operate the complex machinery of modern government, that
there are great natural laws which govern governments,
which limif human discretion, and determine sound gov-
ernmental policy. When this administration went into gov-
ernmental responsibility the people instinctively consented
to the concentration of emergency power in the executive
department to deal with an emergency situation. If we, the
Anglo-Saxon peoples, had not developed that instinct we
would today be operating this Government under a die-
tator of the ordinary sort, because we confronted a condi-
tion that required a quicker pick-up and a stronger power
than Anglo-Saxon institutions functioning in the ordinary
way are capable of giving. So we concentrated these
emergency powers to deal with an emergency situation, re-
taining the power lodged in the legislative branch of the
Government to control the exercise of those powers if
necessary.

The explanation of this phenomenon, this change in at-
titude, that people have been wondering about recently is
to be found in the fact that just as Anglo-Saxon peoples in-
stinetively concentrate powers of this sort to deal with an
emergency situation, instinctively likewise after a while they
begin to move in the other direction; we are in the presence
of that movement now. Let nobody misunderstand it.

If it were not for the fact that we instinctively move in
the other direction after a while, just as a child being
carried after a while has the natural urge to be put on its
own feet that its muscles may have exercise, we would
cease to be able to operate our system of popular govern-
ment. There is nothing so destructive of power as its non-
use. It is no reflection upon anybody to say that during
the past several years we have not had in the ordinary
sense of responsibility of an independent legislature. That
is not due to the person who happened to be in the White
House, or to the persons who happened to be in Congress;
it would have been true regardless of what individuals had
been' there or what party had been in power confronting
that situation. The fact that throughout the length and
breadth of this country now there is an instinctive urge to
turn in the other direction is not due to the individual in the
White House, not due to the party in power; it would have
happened under any other administration. Now that we
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are under the influence of that urge, in the grip of that
movement, we face what is to many of us at least a new
resnonsibility. We face that responsibility today. We face
it with reference to this pending bill.

Nobody who can sense the public attitude who can read
the signs of the times can fail to know that the country is
not satisfled with the existing distribution of governmental
power. That is not a reflection upon the President. It
indicates to him that the time is ripe for him to begin
the latter part and the more important part of the great
job which fortune has given him the opportunity to per-
form. I know there is propaganda. I know there are
partisan politics involved. But there is something more
than that. I want to see the President rank as the out-
standing statesman of this age. Not for his glory, but for
the security of the institutions of my Government and the
happiness of my people.

This assignment of the offices of this Government, the
reestablishment of the normal functioning of Anglo-Saxon
institutions, is the biggest thing that has happened in this
country in many days. As Members of Congress we must
not approach our part of this job with an antagonistic atti-
tude, with the attitude indicating that we feel the President
is unwilling to cooperate. No President could fail to be
gratified by the signs of this awakening of the American
people. [Applause.] Just as one would be glad to see a
child struggling to exercise its muscles so that it may grow
stronger and stand on its own feet.

I hope that what I am saying will not be construed as a
criticism of the administration or an attack upon anybody.
Right here may I say a thing that I think is of importance.
The difficulty now is that the country is so tense, the lines
of cleavage are drawn so tightly, it is almost impossible to
discuss the most fundamental and disassociated thing with-
out somebody trying to pick out something that is said and
turn it toward the administration, either in support of or in
criticism of the administration. We have to get over that.
I realize we have been under great strain, but we have a lot
of rough country in front of us. We are in no condition to
stand an interdepartmental feud. I want to help the Presi-
dent. I know he has to tackle this new job. We must all
help him. We must help each other. We must get ourselves
in the attitude that we can take these fundamental things,
examine them, agree with reference to them, and use them
as a standard to test the official conduct of individuals and
the policies of political parties, We have got to do that.
[Applause.]

There is no natural conflict in this situation between the
legislative branch and the executive branch. The contrary
is true. There is no use trying to disguise the fact that the
present occupant of the White House is going to be there for
two and a half years longer. In some sort of way the legis-
lative branch and the executive branch have got to get on
a basis and stay on a basis which will enable them coopera-
tively to do the work of this Government. The President
will make mistakes. We will make mistakes. As the Con-
gress moves into responsibility as the policy-fixing agency of
the Government, strained relationships will tend to develop.
While we are making this change, while we are under the
influence of this great backsweep of the American people,
operating under the most normal sort of urge, for redistribu-

tion of governmental powers, we are going to have to watch

our step. This bill puts us to the test.

Nothing would hearten this country more than for the
legislative branch of the Government, anxious to cooperate
with the President, anxious to do its duty, anxious properly
to represent the people of this country, to demonstrate its
capacity to take a proposed governmental proposition, ex-
amine it solely on its merits, and determine the matter by
its best judgment. [Applause.] Nobody who loves this coun-
try can look upon a great legislative branch of this Gov-
ernment, sitting here under the dome of the Capitol,
conscious of its responsibility to the American people, coura-
geously and with the best judgment that God Almighty
gives them, seeking to discharge their independent respon-
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sibility, I repeat, no man who loves this country can look
upon that spectacle and not thank God for such a body.
That is exactly the sort of body which the perils of these
times, the hope of these times, and the possibility of these
times challenge us to be. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, mark my words, before we get through with
our job, with the problems of these times, the President of
the United States is going to need all the contribution which
the greatest Congress that ever assembled under the dome
of this Capitol can give him. That is what we must try
to be. We are not through with this thing. I will tell you
another thing. We are going to find out before we get
through with this business that we have got to have the
greatest generation of people we have ever had, the most
dependable, the most responsible. That is why we must move
back to them some of these governmental responsibilities
concentrated here. I repeat, we are not through with this.
These difficulties, Mr. Chairman, as certainly as you sit
here, these difficulties have come through the goodness of
God Almighty to make a soft people strong in muscle and
courageous in heart. [Applause.]

I am taking advantage of the interest in the pending bill
both here and in the country to attract your attention to
the relatively new factor which we must consider.

As I see it, much will depend upon how capably we
demonstrate in the initial tests we are able to proceed in
the discharge of a larger share of governmental respon-
sibility which has come to us here temporarily on the back
sweep of this current of public attitude. I am not address-
ing myself only to Democrats. Republicans Have had a sort
of field day during the consideration of this bill, and I do
not blame them.

But we are all in the same boat when it comes to the real
test. When great public interests are measured, though
divided along the lines of party cleavage as we are, I can say
for the House of Representatives that when we are convinced
that the Nation’s interest is at stake, never have I seen the
House of Representatives fail, regardless of party cleavage,
to stand for a common country. [Applause.] We are going
to have to do that in the days immediately ahead of us.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 5
additional minutes.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, we face the
necessity soon of making an important procedural deci-
sion with regard to the pending bill. It is suggested by the
distinguished gentleman from New York that we do not
attempt to make of this bill by amendment a bill which
possibly might meet the approval of the House of Repre-
sentatives. He will move to strike out the enacting clause.
In my humble opinion, that would be a mistaken thing to
do, and I will tell you why. I believe it is important at
this time, when attention is centered upon the House, that
this House let the country know it is not afraid of itself
and that it is able to formulate legislation in accordance
with its own judgment and is master of its responsibility.
[Applause.]

The country is uneasy. Whether justifiably so or not is
not so important as the fact. The fact is tremendously
important. The country would be heartened if they believed
that there sat in the House of Representatives a group of
men and women who believed in their capacity to formulate
legislation in accordance with their judgment and in the
best interests of the country.

We have passed two bills dealing with reorganization. I do
not believe we can afford to be in the attitude of even re-
motely appearing that we are trying to do something to the
President of the United States. I hope I will not be offensive
to anybody when I say I believe we have o have a different
attitude toward the country, and the country has to have a
different attitude toward us than would be possible if we
should create that impression, This whole matter is largely
psychological. We are not trying to do something to the
President of the United States, and we are not trying to em-
barrass anybody. We are trying to write legislation on a
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subject that is regarded as important. I want you to think
about this before the time to vote comes.

Suppose we strike out the enacting clause. That will end
the matter. But is it the right sort of ending for this legis-
Jation? If, when we get through attempting to amend this
bill, we do not like it, we can then vote against it. This House
is not going to pass this bill in its present shape. Every-
body knows that. If it cannot be satisfactorily amended, it
will be defeated. [Applause.]

I do not want to take any more of your time now, but I
feel that it would be a mistake not to consider this bill, not to
do the best we can to amend it, and if we cannot amend it
as we believe it ought to be amended, then have the nerve
to beat it on the floor of the House. At least, I felt I should
make these observations for your consideration. I consider
this the first real test under this new dispensation of respon-
sibility which I have discussed.

. Mr. GAVAGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from
New York.

Mr. GAVAGAN. Would not the parliamentary situation be
such that the motion to strike out the enacting clause
would be directed against the Senate bill and not the bill
recommended by the House committee?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I cannot speak with certainty
as to the parliamentary situation.

Mr. GAVAGAN. I can assure the gentleman that would
be the parliamentary situation.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from
Texas.

Mr. RAYBURN. I believe everybody in the House will
understand the issue. If the enacting clause of this bill is
stricken out, and there is just one enacting clause and it is
in the Senate bill, that is the end of it. There would not be
anything left to amend.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from
New York.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I do not want to go into
the question of whether or not anybody here ever voted
against the consideration of any bill, but if I know anything,
I know the country wants no bill whatsoever. The expedi-
tious way to deal with the matter is not to consider it
further, which is accomplished by voting out the enacting
clause and not wasting any more time on amendments which,
while they may be adepted here, may be entirely changed in
conference.

As a humble person, let me now predict that even if a bill
were passed here, amended as it would be in many respects,
there just never is going to be a law on reorganization in
this Congress, not affer conference and not after action in
another body, so we are just flailing the windmills when we
might be doing something much more important.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I am afraid I did not under-
stand the gentleman. I am not sure he made himself clear
to the House. I yield in order to ask the gentleman a ques-
tion. Did I correctly understand the gentleman to say that
unless we do strike out the enacting clause there will not be
legislation with reference to reorganization?

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. No; I say there will not be
any legislation in any event, in my humble judgment, be-
cause if you pass the point of refusing to strike out fhe
enacting clause this bill will be so amended it will not be
agreeable to the conferees, it will not be agreeable to the
other body, and it will not be agreeable to the Executive, so
there just is not going to be any bill.

Mr., SUMNERS of Texas. May I suggest to my friend,
would he be terribly unhappy if that tragedy should happen?

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. No; and I know the Amer-
ican people would be very happy. The gentleman sounded
the keynote when he said there was nothing that would so
restore the confidence of the American people as proper
action by Congress on this measure. You can restore the
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confidence of the American people better by defeating this
bill than by any pronouncement from another end of the
Avenue. Defeating this bill would be a great tonic, which
this country requires and has looked forward to for a long
time. [Applause.]

Mr, TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HoFFrMan].

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend in the REcorp not only the remarks
I am about to make but the remarks I made earlier today.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

THEY NEED NOT FEAR THE VOTER—THEY WALE WITH THE PRESIDENT—
THERE IS A DICTATOR IN MICHIGAN

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, on Friday, April 1, the
majority leader, with a sob in his voice, made his usual heart-
breaking plea to the majority Members, begging them to
rally around their leader. That sort of a talk undoubtedly
was more effective than would be a logical argument as to
the merits of this bill.

Concluding, the gentleman, referring to the President,
said—RECORD, page 4616:

I am going to walk with him, if I must walk alone.

Under the circumstances, I cannot conceive of the majority
leader walking alone. When he supports this measure, he is
walking with the President of the United States, the gen-
tleman who, during the past 4 years has controlled the purse-
strings, directed the spending, in one instance of $4,880,000,-
000; in another, of over $3,000,000,000—in all of something
like $18,000,000,000.

Arm in arm with the President of the United States the
majority leader walks down the primrose path, not alone,
but with the man who has the spending of fabulous sums;
the man who can dispense favors to millions of people.

Many who are politically ambitious, who desire favors for
their State or district, would be glad to walk, not alone, but
side by side with the President.

No, the gentleman is not walking alone, because down that
same road which he and the President are so joyfully
strolling travels the-Secretary of the Interior, the man who
controls the P. W. A, jobs; the man who determines whether
a public building will go in your district or in mine; whether
a dam shall be built here, or there, or elsewhere.

Alone? - No, the majority leader, the President, and the

Secretary of the Interior are not traveling alone, for with
them goes Harry Hopkins, the greatest spender of all time—
the man who has something to say about the W. P. A.; the
man who has as his clients not thousands or hundreds of
thousands, but millions—millions who look to him and to
those who travel the road with him for their daily bread, for
the checks which bring them relief; the man with almost un-
limited funds and hundreds of thousands of jobs at his dis-
posal.
. And so the number of those with whom the majority
leader walks might be continued, but mention of the above
is sufficient to show that he, coming from a district and a
State overwhelmingly Democratic, where he has, one might
say, no political opposition, walks not alone but with an
army at his back.

Shed no tears over the plight of the majority leader as
he walks with the President, but you who come from dis-
tricts where the people are aware of the situation, where
the people are thinking, where they vote their political con-
victions, where they are one day Republican, the next
Democratic, and the third independent, listen and consider
the demands which they make upon you. Listen not only
because you are their Representative, but because you may
perhaps best serve your President by listening to those who
have the power to accept or reject his policies.

The gentleman from Eentucky [Mr. Frep M. Vinson], ex-
plaining this bill, assumed the manner of a special pleader
and, from that standpoint, did a very good job, for he cast
into the minds of some of those who were opposed to the
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bill doubts as to whether or not their convictions were justi-
fied. He was very adroit and, by his very adroitness, quite
confusing. We should not forget, however, that he spoke
as a special pleader, not as a judee.

The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. WARREN] is
something of a fisherman. He knows the various baits that
it is necessary to use to take the bluefish, the channel bass,
and many others of those denizens of the deep which live in
the waters off the shores of his home State..

Skillful as a fisherman, equally skillful is he in the catch-
ing of votes, and on the morning after—by a vote of 191 to
149—the House refused to close debate, he very cleverly
announced—RECORD, page 4622—that he was authorized by
the committee to state that it was the purpose, when the bill
reached the amendment stage, to offer two amendments.

Those Members who swallow these two baits will find
themselves, when this bill returns from conference, very
neatly and quite painfully hanging on the hook of the orig-
inal Senate bill. Their explanations to their constituents
that the bill had been so amended as to be harmless may be
met with some show of doubt.

The gentleman spoke the morning that the President, at
1 a. m., had called the reporters out in their shirttails to
announce that he did not desire to be a dictator.

I have no recollection that anyone had asked him to be a
dictator. If the people have—and they seem to have—the
idea that he desires to be a dictator, they must have acquired
that belief from what he has said and from what he has done
during the past 5 years. The belief seems to be widespread,
and as, until the last few months, no one has had the temerity
to very vigorously criticize the President or his acts, there
must be some reason for their fear.

As I listened to the gentleman in his very deliberate and
dramatic way quote the President as saying that he had no
desire to be a dictator, I could but wonder whether the gen-
tleman conceived himself to be a second Mark Antony.

You all recall how, in his oration, speaking of Caesar’s
ambition, he said:

You all did see that on the Lupercal I thrice presented him a
kingly crown, which he did thrice refuse. Was this ambition?

It is regrettable that the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. Warren] did not pursue the topic and advise us who
had presented the dictatorship to the President, which the
President that morning refused.

In stating he did not desire to be a dictator, what did the
President have in mind? Naught else but the powers con-
ferred by this bill—the powers of which the people of the
country have been thinking.

The President has long been lauded as an adroit politician.
Realizing, as he probably did, that the people feared that if
this bill went through a dictatorship would be established, in
the middle of the night he calls the gentlemen of the press
from their beds to assure the public, through them, t.hathe
would not be a dictator.

If this reorganization bill passes, will the President again
feel called upon to, having once refused, himself again refuse?
Does he expect a second and a third offer? The insistence of
the gentleman from North Carolina that this bill do now pass
would seem to indicate that the second and the third offer
are to be made.

Then the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. McCor-
mack] took the floor and he deplored what he described as—
REcorDp, page 4623—“the vicious campaign of hate, destruc-
tion and vilification that is going on throughout this coun
and he expressed the very beautiful thought that no one
should preach hate, no one should attribute malice to an-
other: that all should have the kindliest of feeling and
charity for the views of the other Members of the House.
With that doctrine we all agree.

However, we have but to turn to page 4624 of the
Recorp where his address is printed and we find him charg-
ing that there are those who desire to destroy, “through
trying to deceive the  people and engender fear and bitter-
ness, if not hatred, in their minds, toward the President of
the United States.”
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Both the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. McCor-
mAck] and the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. WARREN]
criticize freely those who oppose their views, the latter gen-
tleman saying that “the one who is directing this propaganda
is a sweet-scented rosebud of unsavory reputation.”

Is it permissible to say that the criticism of the President
which is now made is like a gentle breeze from the South-
land, sweeping over the blossoming cloverfields, as compared
to the smear-Hoover campaign, which smells something like
a hurricane from a sewage rendering plant.

THE FEOFLE ARE AFRATD

Well might we consider the facts as they exist. Thousands
of individual citizens have written their representatives on
tablet paper, printed letterheads, loose sheets; some with
typewriter, some with pen and ink, some with pencil, and
each of us knows in his own mind that these protests—the
large majority, at least—come from the hearts of his
constituents.

Why this fight on the reorganization bill? Because the peo-
ple of the country are afraid. It does not make any difference
for practical purposes what they are afraid of or why they
are afraid. The undisputed fact is they are afraid, and in
my humble judgment there is reason for their fear.

We are all familiar with the various acts which have
granted the President additional powers. We know that
now he has almost unlimited power over the spending of
public funds.

We know that we have come to be regarded by the people—
and deservedly so—as rubber-stamp Congressmen. On
March 4 one of the New Deal Democratic Congressmen told
us that this Congress was but a door mat, and advised us to
recover our self-respect if we could.

SEARCH AND SEIZURE

In city after city the private offices of citizens have been
entered, their files have been ransacked, their papers have
been seized, and they themselves have been called to Wash-
ington, placed upon the witness stand, and their private
business disclosed to a curious public by overbearing examin-
ers who employ the tactics of a police court lawyer—this
under the name of protecting civil liberties.

MEN ARE IDLE

Again, throughout the length and breadth of this land the
machinery in factories stands idle. Smokestacks give no
sign of activity. From other towns and cities business con-
cerns have been forced to move, to seek a more favorable
locality. Some have closed their doors forever and those
formerly employed therein have lost their jobs,

, women, and men in cities are hungry, many
without proper shelier, all because of the acts of the Presi-
dent in giving his support to John L. Lewis and the C. L. O.
in their acts of dictatorship.

A DICTATOR IN MICHIGAN

A dictator? How, unless it was under the authority of
some dictator, did armed men come into the State of Michi=
gan and take possession during January, February, and
March of 1937 and hold our factories to ransom? Why was
it that last week the C. 1. O. marched into the offices of the
Consumers Power Co. in Michigan and what was said and
who was the dictator? Albert Stonkus was the dictator on
that occasion and he announced, and that was gracious on
his part, was it not, that the 2,000,000 people who depended
on electric current, for light and for power, from the Con-
sumers Power Co., would not have their power cut off until
Monday. He would not do this before Monday. Is that the
statement of a dictator or is it not?

You know why the people are afraid. Why are the people
in Michigan afraid? Because they have seen these men who
act wholly without authority of law, who act by force—not
once, not twice, but dozens of times, yes, a hundred times or
more in my State—take possession of a factory and hold it
until at least some of their demands are granted.

Afraid? The people are afraid because, throughout the
country, with the support of President Roosevelt, John L.
Lewis, backed by his C. I. O. and the President's Labor
Board, has established himself as a dictator over labor and
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industry. He closes factories; he decrees that men shall not
work until they have joined his union and paid tribute to
him.

He has collected millions of dollars from the pay envelopes
of the workers, contributed more than a million and a half
of it to political campaigns and other millions are used in
furtherance of his own ambitions.

Afraid? The people are afraid of Lewis, of the C. I. O.
and its communistic allies, of the President and his Labor
Board.

The people of Michigan know from bitter experience that
it is impossible for them to continue to do business unless
this course of conduct, these acts which are beyond the law,
which are sanctioned by no law, except the law of might, are
brought to an end.

We are not confronted by a theory. No longer can we
hesitate, no longer vacillate. If business is to continue, it
must be given protection under the law, and so, too, must the
worker be protected against those who would impose their
will upon him, compel him to pay tribute.

Your attention has several times been called by me to
this situation, which has confronted us since the sit-down
strikes began in January of 1937. That the great dailies
of the country are taking note of it is evident from an edi-
torial in the Detroit Free Press of yesterday, which carries
much of the same thought. From it I quote:

THE TWO GREAT PLAGUES

- A dictatorial ruling by the National Labor Relations Board,
acting under the provisions of the Wagner Act, has been re-
sponsible for the suicide of Arthur L. Colten, Grand Haven
manufacturer.

For months Mr. Colten had been harassed by labor troubles
which, there is every reason to believe, were born of the one-
slded, discriminatory provisions of the Wagner law.

And in her statement to the coroner, his widow made it plain
that the peremptory order from the N. L. R. B. depriving him of
freedom of cholce and judgment in employing workers was the
last straw that cracked his endurance.

Mr. Colten saw no future ahead. He belleved he was being
driven to ruin. He felt enslaved, and decided to end everything,

He was done to death by iniguitous legislation enacted in a
supposedly free, enlightened, and just-dealing country.

The tragedy which the Wagner Act and its enforcement agency
have brought about in this one instance is typical of what is
being done all over the United Siates to business, to industry,
and to the very wage-earners supposed to be enjoying special
protection.

The act is one of two evils that are chiefly responsible for the
present appalling and needless economic slump throughout the
country and for widespread unemployment in consequence of it.

The other Is the deliberately obstructive and destructive busi-
ness-tax legislation in force.

These twin evils, operating together, are progressively sub-

Jecting American enterprise and prosperity to slow murder by
shutting off opportunity and killing Initiative.
. is ing to do something about the tax situation.
There 18 hope that when the body adjourns, the undistributed-
profits tax, and perhaps the capital-gains tax, will have disap-
peared and one big obstacle in the way of long-time business
planning and continuous employment will be gone.

But the equally  disastrous Wagner Act and Its Ogpu, the |

N. L. R. B., seem so far to be impregnable.
Though fair and practical suggestions for changes in the law
and. in the manner of regulation have been made, and though

the wiser heads of organized labor have joined with business in
protesting against the impossible enforcement methods and rules

in use, their remonstrances have had no result in Washington.

Congress seems to be paralyzed or asleep so far as the Wagner
Act i8 concerned.

But it must wake up and do its duty if more and more sad
tragedies in all walks of life are to be prevented, if businessmen
ever again are to have hope and confidence and forge ahead in
the old-time American way, and if wage earners once more are
to have secure, continuing jobs and are to face the future for
themselves and their families in confldence and in hcpe. And it
must wake up qulickly,

Congress is not asleep so far as the Wagner Act is con-
cerned. We know what we should do. Let those who refuse
to join with me in the amendment of the Wagner Act rise
on the floor and give their reasons:. Men the country over
are waiting for the answer and for jobs.

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman will state it.
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Mr. PETTENGILL. If and when we get to read this bill
under the 5-minute rule, can the bill, as it now stands, be
amended more than once?

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Buck). The Chair will state that
the bill may be amended as many times as amendments
may be offered and disposed of, but only one amendment
may be pending at one time to the committee substitute.

Mr. PETTENGILL. Is not the bill in its present form a
pending amendment to a Senate bill? If we amended that
once, an amendment in the second degree, does the House
have power to add any further amendment to the bill?

The CHATRMAN. The Chair will state that the committee
amendment is in the nature of a substitute for the Senate
bill, and as it is an original amendment, amendments may
be offered at any time but only one amendment to that
amendment may be pending at one time.

Mr. PETTENGILL. In the discussion yesterday, Mr.
Chairman, the gentleman from New York [Mr. O’CoNnoR],
and others, made some inquiries. I understood that it would
require the consent of the House either by motion or unani-
mous consent to have the pending amendment to the Senate
bill considered as an independent original bill. Is that
correct?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands that yesterday
certain suggestions were made from the floor as to the order
of procedure, but no consent agreement or other order has
yet been made by the House or the committee.

Mr. PETTENGILL. That is right. I am addressing my
parliamentary inquiry to the Chairman on the status as it
is now. Can the pending amendment reported by the com-
mittee to the Senate bill be amended more than once?

The CHAIRMAN. The ruling that the Chair has previ-
ously made was with reference to the status of the bill as
it is now.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, is it not a fact that after
one amendment has been adopted to the committee amend-
ment, another amendment affecting another section or an-
other bit of language in the bill in the nature of a perfecting
amendment may be offered?

The CHAIRMAN. It is the Chair’s understanding that
such an amendment may be offered.

Mr. TABER.  And after that is done a motion to strike
the whole amendment would be in order.

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Mosgr].

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inguiry.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield to permit the
gentleman from Towa to submit a parliamentary inquiry?
meédeOSER of Pennsylvania., Mr. Chairman, I decline

yield.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania de-
clines to yield for that purpose.

Mr., MOSER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, it is with

considerable emotion that I rise on this occasion to address
my colleagues on & question on which I have had engen-
dered, during many years of experience, a feeling that can-
not easily be set aside for one cause or another.
- I crave the indulgence of the committee while I refer to
a little part of a clipping that appeared in the Washington
Post on last Friday morning purportedly quoting the Presi-
dent from Warm Springs. It is marked under the alpha-
betical character “C.”

I have too much historical background and too much knowledge
of existing dictatorships to make me desire any form of dictator-
ship for a democracy like the United States of America.

Only 3 days later, Secretary Ickes is press quoted as say-
ing at Chicago:

Fascism is the deadly and insidious foe that we must prepare
to combat without loss of time.

- It so happens when my earliest ancestors emigrated to.
America they landed at New York and took land in Dutchess
County, N. Y., on Quassick Creek, the county from which
the President comes. It also happened that in 1912 I had




1938

rather close associations with the present President of the
United States and rather intimate contact as we colabored
for the election of that great educator, a man whom I was
mighty happy to follow—Woodrow Wilson. Among those who
labored in that campaign were men who today are in the
Cabinet of the President. These emotions to which I refer
are of such pleasant and happy memory, contacts, and
friendships that might be severed because of certain condi-
tions, conscience, and whatever spirit of Americanism may
prevail. One of these Cabinet officers on greeting me after
having had the honor of becoming a Member of this body
made known to me that it was gratifying to him to have me
come here and to know the background I had, the subse-
quent experiences and training I had gained, the loyal and
patriotic principles I had developed and expressed, were ex-
tremely refreshing from one having shared with him; that
he had shared with me the situations that confront our
Government today, particularly with reference to his discus-
sion and mine on the subject of bureaucracy and the ques-
tion of reorganization.

I was born not many miles from the city of Philadelphia.
They seemed many to me when I was a lad, but today you
can drive it in an automobile in less than an hour. I was
inspired with the history of our great country and inspired
with the patriotic fervor that gripped the Second Conti-
nental Congress as the Declaration of Independence was
adopted in the city of Philadelphia, later to be followed by
the adoption of the Constitution of the United States, giving
birth to a Nation—my country—the land I love.

One of the gripping narratives of history that occurred
at that particular time was when from the trenchant pen
of Thomas Jefferson had issued that immortal document—
the Declaration of American Independence. Lacking the
power of oratory to carry the battle to the floor of the
Convention, his friend, John Adams, made the fight for him.
John Adams rose before that Second Continental Congress,
struck his breast and proclaimed, “Your conscience is the
minister plenipotentiary of God Almighty, placed within
your breast; see to it that He does not negotiate in vain.”

Mr. Chairman, I have served the Government of the
United States in an official capacity. Numerous times have
I taken the oath of allegiance to the Constitution of the
United States, swearing I would defend it against all ene-
mies, foreign and domestic, renewing that oath here, but I
did bring with me that minister plenipotentiary—my con-
science. I remember when that President I so much ad-
mired and loved, Woodrow Wilson, referred to those con-
stantly boring from within. I remember how I listened
to the inaugural address of President Hoover when he spoke
about the overlapping of different agencies of the Govern-
ment and the necessity for reorganization. I sat in the
gallery yonder with the Representative of the district I now
have the honor to represent and I remember what Congress-
man Shallenberger said in this well during the seventy-
first Congress, on the question of reorganization.

Oh, I know how necessary it was at that time. It is with
the greatest amount of regret that I note the small amount
of accomplishment, having watched it closely. I remember
that the only agency President Hoover recommended the
abolition of was the Potomac Park Commission, and I fol-
lowed the matter as closely as I could. I remember very
vividly how the different agencies of the Government grew.
I remember what it cost to run the Government for the
fiscal year of 1915, when it was something like $779,000,000.
Next year with the adoption of the sixteenth amendment and
enactment of an income-tax law, followed by our entrance
into the World War in 1917, with its profits, the golden
flow into our Treasury, there was great energy on the part
of every agency of the Government to reach out and expand
and give itself power to do this, that, and the other thing.
I have seen this monstrosity grow. I have seen the octopus
reach out and put its tentacles into everything.

I saw the civil service when every examination was on an
open competitive basis, but I find that now the noncom-
petitive examination is the joy and the pride of each
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and every one who would bureaucratize the entire Govern-
ment, coupled with its twin the unassembled examination
racket, permits the fitting of the examination to the appli-
cant, like a tailor-made suit, peculiarly gualifying within
the prejudicial design of the appointing officer. They have
cast the merit system out of the window. No longer is the
Civil Service Commission the recruiting agency it was de-
signed to be, but become a personal political machine, auto-
cratically disqualifying at will and by unassembled exam-
ination qualifying without ascertaining merit but accepting
by certification presumed qualifications.

If I could succeed in amending this bill I would be most
happy to prohibit the Civil Service Commission holding any
other but open competitive examinations. 5

When we speak of policy-making positions in government,
may I call your attention to the fact that regardless of
business training and experience, policy-making appointees
invariably on arrival at the Nation’s Capital, whatever the
preconceived high ideals and purpose, find themselves sur-
rounded by policy-making bureaucrats, whose purpose is
flattery, guile, and subtle influence until the policy-making
appointee is completely engulfed by this innocuous system.
The policy is framed for them by the bureaucrats who re-
main here in the smug complacency and security of their
civil-service status, acquired by the blanketing process, the
unassembled or noncompetitive back-door entrance to the
system without established merit.

During my connection with the Post Office Department,
one of the most autocratic of this particular type of bureau-
crats I ever came in contact with was Harold N. Graves, ad-
ministrative assistant to Postmaster General Walter Brown,
the body of whose Government-owned Lincoln car had to be
built to fit his silk hat. Harold Graves, under policy, did not
leave with the change of administration, but he moved over
to the Treasury Department, and today he continues to be
the most ardent foe of the Comptroller General of the United
States, whose daily average disallowance rejections of $50,000
of a Treasury fiscal officer’s approvals, bonded at only $50,000,
is irritation to warrant extermination of the office, if bureauc-
racy can accomplish it within the influence of its own
organized forces. My former association invites and prompts
confidences. One of these from the Treasury Department is
in effect that failure to balance d within $5,000,000 is of
no moment, with only the General Ac¢counting Office to fear
and that agency regarded with contempt.

I could tell about the strictures, because I know of these
strictures. I have a constituent in my district whom I never
met and who wrote me that affer 18 years’ experience in the
office of the disbursing clerk of the Department of Justice,
13 years of which was spent as a deputy disbursing clerk,
pleads for the retention and protection of the Comptroller
General, pointing out that payment of vouchers disallowed by
the auditor, probably a year later, when unable to recover,
the disbursing officer being required to make good. He
pointed out that after July 1, 1921, with the advent of a
Comptroller General, doubtful vouchers could be immediately
submitted, frequently in person without a day’s delay, greatly
relieving the worry over ambiguous language in the law.
Quoting him:

If the taxpayers would know, as I know, the amount saved to
them by reason of possible {llegal payments during the past 17
years, the advocates of the change would be overwhelmed.

I know that the preaudit of a Comptroller General is val-
uable, regardless of the post audit of an auditor. It is some=
thing over which we do not need to worry, like locking the
stable after the horse is stolen.

After the money is spent and the appropriation is gone,
we cannot question the audit. It is done, and somebody must
sanction it in order to save someone’s face. A preaudit by
the Comptroller General is a most valuable thing. I have
seen one department or one bureau impoverished for preju-
dicial reasons, while another in abundance languished on
the fat of the land, because somebody had the influence,
and perhaps sufficient authority and control to remain there.
The other had the temerity to do what is commonly called
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“sticking out your neck.” You have all heard the expres-
sion and know that that is what occurs.

May I say that it is most important that the Comptroller
General be retained with full power and authority which he
has had at all times. The auditor general is of little
moment to the Congress. When the audit occurs it is in the
form of a post audit, made after the appropriation has
‘been expended. May I pause in passing to direct the atten-
tion of another bureaucratic attempt to scuttle, conceived
by Mr. Ballinger and his committee, and carried in an
amendment in another body, found on page 6026 of the
‘ReEcorD of April 1, giving the power of a declaratory ruling
to the Secretary of the Treasury in customs matters, having
effect to scuttle other comptrollers, sent to conference.

Mr. Chairman, I could go on indefinitely talking abcut
the particular experiences I have had. I note by the clock
that my time is about to expire, but before the gavel falls
may I call the attention of my colleagues once more that
the spirit that I carry with me in the form of a conscience
is something that is being touched to the very heartstrings.

In my district has sprung up an organization known as
the German-American Bund. I was reared down in the
country on a farm. I was born and resided on the farm and
labored on it as a boy in the fields. An adjoining farm was
finally converted into a club. A group of Germans—aliens—
came to this country and formed the Heimat Bund. They
came out to that particular community and tried to buy this
club for the sole purpose of owning it and there launching
their activities, allegedly for recreation and exercise, but
actually to march and drill with swords, guns, and helmets,
as one aged naturalized German states it in complaint. He
charges this display unnecessary, that he reared an American
family, and if his Fascist emigrant followers don’t like
America as he loves it, called upon me as his Representative
in Congress to drive them out of the country and back
whence they came.

However, this bund would not pay the price asked for this
farm on which I worked and labored in my younger days.

In the city of Reading, Pa., is an cld organization known
as the Liederkranz, composed entirely of Americans of Ger-
man origin or extraction.

Failing to acquire this club site, they joined the Lieder-
kranz, before their objectives became known to those thor-
oughly Americanized.

It is now currently reported this Heimat Bund, more re-
cently become the German-American Bund, have attainad
the ascendancy and control of the Liederkranz, and have
acquired title to a farm in another township where they
intend to locate their drill field for recreation and exercise.

Feeling has run that high, that several weeks ago, we had
the anomalous situation of our patriotic Pennsylvania Ger-
mans, our own Pennsylvania Dutch, picketing the Lieder-
kranz. Police have been called cut and threats have been
made.

I have received messages from these old men, men in
the Liederkranz chorus, one of whom sang with me in the
Reading Choral Society, telling me to do something, but I
am impotent and cannot do anything. I have received
letters from the Patriotic Order of Sons of America, and
from the Sons of the American Revolution. The city is
under a Socialist administration, yet the Socialist Party
has appealed to me by petition. Still we have it, and that
is what is alarming my people. That is what is alarming
the people from whom I spring, the people whose ancestral
blood was shed and whose feet were frozen at Valley Forge.
My ancestors were there and shed their blood with Wash-
ington’s Army. Those are the people, whose children’s
children about six generations removed, who are writing
me, often with a pencil on a piece of tablet paper.

I have received only two postal cards from my district
asking me to support this bill in its present form. What we
are headed for they cannot tell but look on it with a great
deal of apprehension. My people are greatly disturbed. I
have cited disturbing influences.
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I may say to my colleagues that the address delivered here
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Sumners] a few moments
ago has appealed to me very strongly and in such a manner
that I really believe he is on the right track and that what
he says is absolutely true.

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota.
gentleman yield?

Mr. MOSER of Pennsylvania. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. The gentleman has made
a wonderful contribution to this debate and I am pleased to
hear he is opposed to some of the attempts being made in
this legislation. I understand the gentleman wants the
Comptroller General retained as he is?

Mr. MOSER of Pennsylvania. Absolutely.

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. In other words, the gen-
tleman is opposed to the bill?

Mr. MOSER of Pennsylvania. Yes; without complete re-

tention of the Comptroller General with authority unre-
strained and responsible to the Congress.
. Mr. Chairman, I have briefly but rather definitely out-
lined my views on the civil service. I see no distinction or
hope from the system, whether continued under the bipar-
tisan commission system and a single administrator with
a board, for T am fully convinced that, regardless, without
restrictive legislation as I have advocated, the policy of the
civil service will continue unabated.

I, too, am one of those Members of the House who voted
for the bills set forth in titles I and II of this bill. I could
not see why those charged to other departments whose serv-
ices are commanded and used by the executive department
should not more properly be placed and charged to the
executive appropriations, rather than other departments of
the Government.

I could see no valid or justifiable reason for withholding
the reorganization authority previously granted to Presi-
dent Hoover by the Seventy-first Congress, and to President
Roosevelt by the Seventy-second Congress. With assurance
of a member of the committee, high in the confidence and
rank of this House that the Comptroller General and Gen-
eral Accounting Office would not be disturbed, I voted for it.
When it became apparent there was to be returned to this
House by way of a conference report, measures adopted by
ancther body on which this House has not passed, I was
assured by the same Member, in whom I have great con-
fidence, that as a conferee he would not yield on the right
of the House to have separate votes on the Comptroller
General and General Accounting Office, and civil-service
provisions of the bill from the conferees. We are now con-
fronted with the necessity of approving our previous action
as coupled with what was never separately before this
House. I am apprehensive.

I yield to none in my loyalty to the President of my
couniry. I did all in my power to place him there. As pre-
viously expressed in debate on this floor, I conceive it as
much a duty in that loyalty to protect him from those “bor-
ing from within.” T shall conceive it to be my duty to do
all in my power to offset the alarm that has been kindled
in the hearts of those I love and represent, who cannot help
but view with attendant alarm the warning on one hand of
preparation to combat fascism without loss of time.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the remainder of the time
50 generously extended me.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Lucgl.

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, at least 500,000 citizens by
letter or telegram or by signing petitions have urged Members
of Congress, Senators and Representatives, to vote against
the reorganization bill. By reason of its bearing on the votes
we are to cast, this prompts me to say something about the
right of petition.

As a Member from Massachusetts, it is not unfitting that I,
recall perhaps the most dramatic and the most important |
episode in the history of the House of Representatives, in
which a Massachusetts man was the chief figure. 'Two years

Mr, Chairman, will the
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after he had been President of the United States, a century
and more ago, John Quincy Adams consented to renew public
service, this time in the House of Representatives, where he
was its most conspicuous Member through many years until
stricken at the post of duty in yonder Chamber. In January
of 1836 he rose to present a petition to abolish slavery in the
District of Columbia. Bedlam broke loose. Boos and hisses
and yells filled the Hall. “Expel him,” some shouted. Adams
refused to be silent and stoutly insisted on the right of
petition. The outcome was the wretched gag rule under
which everything relating to slavery should be laid upon the
table without being printed or referred.

So began the battle the Massachusetts warrior was to fight
through 9 years. A hundred years ago this very month he
was on his feet to press his views, and in June he began a
speech that with interruptions for other business continued
for 3 weeks. At the beginning of each session he rose to
present the obnoxious petitions. At intervals through the
sessions he produced more petitions, now a few, now a score,
now hundreds. Nothing daunted by their angry rejection,
the doughty old warrior persisted year after year until ma-
jorities against him began to dwindle. In December of 1844
a motion to lay his usual motion on the table did not prevail,
and on the main question he won his long-delayed victory by
108 to 80. That night the persistent, tenacious, obstinate,
stubborn Massachusetts Puritan wrote in his famous diary,
“Blessed, forever blessed, be the name of God!”

He had fought single-handed, only the smallest of help
coming to him through much of the contest. Perhaps never
for so long a time was one legislator the target of so much
virulence, denunciation, censure, ridicule, abuse. Perhaps
never did one legislator display more courage, tenacity,
patience, fortitude.

All this was from his convinced belief that a fundamental
of liberty is the right of the people to petition. It was a right
set forth in Magna Carta, a right assured to the people of
England when William of Orange took the throne in 1689, a
right inserted in the Constitution of Massachusetts by the
father of John Quincy Adams, the Adams who was to be the
second President of the United States, a right proclaimed in
the first of the 10 articles of amendment of the Federal
Constitution that were known as the Bill of Rights, without
the promise of which the Constitution would not have been
adopted, a right set forth in the constitutions of 45 of the
States and that would undoubtedly prevail in the other 3.

Contrast the attitude and course of John Quincy Adams in
this matter with that of another President of the United
States, the present Chief Executive.

A week ago yesterday President Roosevelt, speaking to
newspapermen at Warm Springs, said in refcrence to the
passage of the bill by the Senate:

It proves that the Benate cannot be purchased by organized
telegrams based on direct misrepresentation.

His secretary, Marvin H. McIntyre, leaned forward to cau-

tion Mr. Roosevelt on use of the word “purchased,” but the
President would not alter his remark and replied that he
had used the word deliberately.
' The sentence is at first sight confusing, it not being clear
who tried to purchase, but analysis shows it must have been
the senders of the telegrams. In the same class must be
included by inference those who have sent letters or signed
petitions. Half a million citizens are thus charged with
abusing the right of petition. They are told by the Presi-
dent in effect that they have done something immoral,
something shameful, in sending petitions to Members of
Congress.

To soften this grave charge Mr. Roosevelt, by deseribing
the telegrams as “organized,” tried to pass on the blame
to some scoundrel or scoundrels unspecified. When did it
become an offense to organize judgment on public questions?
That is a crime in Italy, in Germany, in Russia, but not yet
in the United States, thank Heaven!

As a matter of fact, however, my judgment is that a large
part of the petitions I have received have come from con-
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stituents responding to the suggestion of newspaper edi-
torials. One Boston paper, a most serious journal, has twice
enclosed in an explanatory editorial a list of all the Members
of the House from Massachusetts, urging readers to address
us. The letters and telegrams come from citizens in all
walks of life, evidently of diverse political and religious
faiths, occupations, and associations. That they ever dreamed
they were engaged in doing something mercenary, venal, or
corrupt, as the word “purchased” implies, is unbelievable.

Finally, the charge that these telegrams, of course in-
cluding the letters and other forms of petition, have been
based on direct misrepresentation, misses the mark. The
half million men and women who have thus petitioned Con-
gress and who undoubtedly speak not only for themselves
but also for millions of the silent, know very little about
what is in the bill. They care nothing about its details and
for the most part have paid no attention to what has been
said as to particulars. Their judgment springs from one
belief and one only, that this bill means giving more power
to the President. It does that and they do not wish it done.

Whether they are right or wrong is not at the moment
the vital thing. The fact to be reckoned with is that Stalin
and Mussolini and Hitler loom before them. They fear “it
may happen here.” To allay their fear should at the mo-
ment be our chief concern. It cannot be done by insulting
their intelligence and impugning their morals because they
exercise the right of petition, one of the pillars on which
rests the temple of their liberties. It can be done by letting
the framework of our Government alone for a while. The
wise course, then, is to postpone consideration of the matter
to a happier time. [Applause.]

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER].

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, when this bill came
before the House, I personally had decided objections to
several of its provisions. I was and still am unalterably
opposed to the Senate version of this reorganization meas-
ure. Indications now are, however, that several amend-
ments will be offered which will change some of the provi-
sions in the bill, and there is a possibility that the bill in its
final form, after it has been amended, and when it comes
up for final passage, will contain none of the features to
which I originally had objection.

I believe an opportunity should be presented to have
amendments suggested to this bill as it now is. I also be-
lieve we should have an opportunity to discuss the proposed
amendments,

I understand that on tomorrow a motion will be offered
to strike out the enacting clause. Because I belleve as I do
relative to the introduction and discussion of amendments,
I intend to vote “no” on the motion to strike out the enact-
ing clause. [Applause.] However, I want it distinetly un-
derstood that my vote of “no” on that motion will in no
wise indicate what my action will be when the measure
comes up for vote on final passage.

[Here the gavel fell.]l

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. ScorT]l.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I received a telegram this
morning which says “Vote against this reorganization bill in
any form.” It did not say “I advise” or “I think you
should,” but just said “Vote against it in any form.”

I wonder what was behind a telegram of that kind. I
remember when I first came here one of the first bills, that
was most controversial, that came before the House was the
holding-company bill, and I received a lot of telegrams just
like this one on that subject. I received a lot of letters that
said this was a form of communism, that the Government
was going communistic, the President was communistic, and
I was told if I voted for that holding-company bill I would be
defeated in the 1936 election. It was popular with the
opposition then to call everything that the President was
attempting to do communism, and we conducted a campaign
on pretty much that issue and found out that the people in
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the country did not believe this country was threatened by
communism, or that the President was even inclined to
communism.

Then about that time Hitler and Mussolini and Franco
got busy and we discovered in this country there was a great
deal of sentiment against fascism, nazi-ism, and dictatorships.
So then when legislation came in here proposed by the
President the popular thing for the opposition to do was to
say that it meant the creation of a dictatorship or the
creation of fascism in the United States. People who, today,
write me and say that the President wants to make of himself
a dictator by this bill wrote me on the holding-company bill
and said he wanted to make the country communistic by
the holding-company bill.

They found out that the people of the country in 1936
were not afraid that the President was leading us into com-
munism by that holding-company bill, and the 1936 election
was the resulf.

" Then, the same people who are writing me on this re-
organization bill wrote me on the Court bill, and they told
me that there was a revulsion of feeling against the Presi-
dent of the United States because he had made this proposal,
and that this was communism and dictatorship both. It was
not only communism but fascism, How the two can go
together I do not know.

They have now picked up a bill here that is difficult for a
lot of people of the country to understand. I recognize this
fact. It states it is a bill to reorganize the Government, and
I know a lot of people in my district and throughout the
country who weuld believe it if somebody told them that the
reorganization of the Government meant the creation of a
dictatorship. Without taking the trouble to study the entire
bill, which they probably have not seen yet, to see what it
provides for, they say that if he is going to reorganize the
Government and establish a dictatorship “I am against it,”
and then they write letters about it.

You know it is possible that there are a lot of good things
in this bill, so I think the person who wired me and said,
“Vote against it, no matter in what form it is,” was badly
advised or mistaken. There may be some things in it that
are good. I think it is a good bill, and I intend to vote for
it on final passage; but it seems to me that what is happening.
is this: The opposition to Franklin Roosevelt or the opposi-
tion to the Democratic Party has seized upon a good bill to
destroy the popularity and the influence of the President.

They tried to do this in the holding company bill, and
they tried to do it cn the Court bill, and were not success-
ful. They are now trying to do it on the reorganization bill,
and gentlemen have stood on this floor from both sides of
the aizle and have been trying to show us that legislation which
the President has recommended would tend to create a dic-
tatorship in this country. One gentleman, the gentleman
from Kansas, whom I interrogated, pointed out different
pieces of legislation and said, “Then there was legislation in
between times that would bring out the fact that the Presi-
dent of the United States was steadily coming to a dictator-
ship.” T asked him if he intended to convey the impression
that he thought the President of the United States know-
ingly, consciously, almost premeditately was changing our
form of government from a democracy to a dictatorship, and
he said that was the impression he intended to convey.
Then I asked the gentleman this question, and I repeat it
now to those people who have been accusing Mr. Roosevelt
of attempting to establish a dictatorship here: If you gentle-
men believe that, if you consciously believe that the things
he is doing are leading this country into a form of dictator-
ship, then you must believe that he is guilty of mealfeasance
in office.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 3
additional minutes.

Mr. SCOTT. You must believe he is guilty of malfeas-
ance in office in attempting to change the form of govern-
ment, and unless you are a Republican or unless you are a
Democrat that does not intend to stand for reelection in the
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next campaign, you do not dare to get on this floor and
carry your convictions into action by proposing the impeach-
ment of the President for malfeasance in office.

I doubt very much whether there is a Republican who
intends to stand for reelection in 1938 who would dare
stand on this floor and offer a resolution of impeachment;
yet, if you believe what you profess to believe, that it is the
intent of this legislation further to create a dictatorship
here, you are guilty of malfeasance in your job, you are
guilty of going back on the oath that you took unless you
present at the conclusion of your remarks that kind of
resolution to impeach the President. I dare one of you
to do it. [Applause.]
yiMr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman

eld?

Mr. SCOTT. I yield.

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Does not the gentleman think that
the real last evidence of dictatorship is the argument so
ardently made that the reason you should stand for the hill
is to stand by the President? Has not that been the sole
argument?

Mr. SCOTT. That is not the argument I am going on. I
am going to vote for this bill not just to support the Presi-
dent, but because I believe the reorganizing proposed is
necessary and should be done. I am saying that you who
accuse him of trying to establish a dictatorship here are
remiss in your duty if you do not carry your convictions
into action and present a resolution of impeachment.

Mr. LAMBERTSON. We love our country. We do not
want to impugn that to any President.

Mr. SCOTT. The gentleman did on this floor.

Mr. ZIMMERMAN., Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. SCOTT. I yield.

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. I would ask the gentleman whether
our Republican friends back in 1932 did not carry reorgani-
zation as one of the planks in their platform.

Mr. SCOTT. You are quite right. Here it is:

Efficiency and economy demand reorganization of Government
bureaus. The problem is nonpartisan and must be so treated if it
is to be solved. As a result of years of study and personal contact
with conflicting activities and wasteful duplication of effort, the

President is particularly fitted to direct measures to correct the
situation. We favor legislation by Congress which will give him the

required authority.

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. They said the President was peculiarly
fitted to do that job. Were they afraid of a dictatorship
then?

Mr. SCOTT. No; and they were not afraid of a dictator-
ship when we passed the first two portions of this bill last
year. They did not use the word “dictatorship” then. They
did not use it until they decided that that was a good way to
destroy the President. They talked about it then.

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. In 1932 they went to the country and
asked the people to elect them to Congress on the plea that
they would work for a reorganization of the Government, the
very thing we are trying to do in this bill.

Mr. SCOTT. I think it is time they stopped this loose talk,
Mr. Chairman, that the President of the United States is try-
ing to create a dictatorship. Let them put up or shut up.
[Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. MICHENER].

Mr. MICHENER. Mr.Chairman, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Scorr], who has just preceded me, has challenged
those who are opposed to this legislation to impeach the
President if they feel that he is asking dictatorial powers in
insisting upon forcing this measure through Congress. That
challenge seems to be the contribution of the gentleman from
California to this debate, and is just about the length, the
breadth, the height, and depth of many of the arguments
favoring the bill. How silly it is to suggest that the President
of the United States be impeached because he is demanding
what has been called a subservient, rubber-stamp Congress,
that such Congress give him such powers as he may desig-
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nate. It would seem more appropriate that the challenge be
directed to any spineless, rubber-stamp Representatives who
follow blindly the leadership of any President and who might,
perchance, subrogate their duty to their country to their
political allegiance to any party leader. I am sure that the
suggestion of the gentleman is not in keeping with his usual
cogent method of reasoning.

Efficiency and economy suggest the desirability of reor-
ganizing the departments and agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment. During the last 150 years there have grown up
many duplicating, overlapping, and useless bureaus, com-
missions, agencies, and Government-controlled corpora-
tions, and this condition has been tremendously aggra-
vated during the last 5 years. We are all agreed as to
these facts, and I think we are all agreed that the main
objectives of reorganization are, first, efficiency, and sec-
ond, economy, and economy means saving the taxpayers’
money.

There has been no serious contention made by the pro-
ponents of this bill that any economy will be effected by
the reorganization provided for in the hill. Therefore, it
would seem that the real objective might be a hope for
more efficiency in government.

There has been much argument here as to just what
prompts bringing this bill before the Congress at this par-
ticular time, and I have cast about to find the answer.
A little review of the last 5 years has convinced me that
this bill is one of the measures in the scheme to establish
a system of planned economy for the future guidance of
our people. Now, I have not heard this suggestion made
throughout the debate, but let us remember that the New
Desal in the beginning presented a series of proposed laws,
each functioning in a particular field, yet all synchronized
in such a way that the several measures are in reality cogs
in the wheel.

This new philosophy of planned economy revolves around
the premise that all power should be lodged in the Federal
Government in Washington. Time will prevent great elab-
oration. Suffice it to say that the first bill attempted,
through the N. R. A, to regulate and control industry
throughout the length and breadth of the land. Neither
little business, big business, or business in between was
exempted. Then came the A. A. A., the purpose of which
was to control and regulate agriculture in its entirety. This
was followed by the Court-packing bill, the purpose of
which was to make the judiciary subservient to the will of
the Executive. Later, the administration submitted to
Congress a measure that would give the President carte
blanche authority to reorganize the entire Government. As
originally proposed, the powers granted to the Executive
were so broad and comprehensive that it would have been
possible for the President to abolish even the Presidency
itself, to say nothing about all of the departments and
quasi-judicial commissions and bureaus. This last bill in
modified form is what we are now considering. In this
connection, we must not forget the other vast powers dele-
gated by the Congress to the Executive during the last 5
years. Billions of dollars have been provided to the Presi-
dent to spend in his discretion. He was given power to
regulate the value of our currency. He has power to de-
termine our foreign policy and his is the responsibility of
enforcing our laws. He is the Commander in Chief of the
Army and Navy, and possesses the numerous other powers
outlined in the speech made by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Arrex] this afternoon.

When the original reorganization bill was suggested to
Congress, naturally that body hesitated. The House Com-
mittee on Reorganization took from the proposed bill four
suggestions and embodied those suggestions in four sepa-
rate bills, two of which have passed the House. On the
other hand, the Senate passed the general reorganization
bill, and we are today considering, as a substitute for the
Senate bill, the four House proposals, so that any bill
passed by the House will go to the conference committee
and the jurisdiction of that committee will be limited only
by the House and Senate bills. It will, therefore, be pos-
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sible for the conferees to agree upon the Senate bill, and
we may be asked to vote that bill up or down.

Partisan politics should have no place in reorganization of
the Government, and by the same token partisan politics
should have no place in the consideration of this important
measure. On last Thursday this bill was brought before the
House with the express determination on the part of the
administration leadership to force a vote on Friday night.
The opponents of the bill, both Republicans and Democrats,
made this arbitrary action impossible, and as a result we have
had considerable debate. We were told in the beginning by
majority members of the committee in charge of the bill that
there must be no amendments to the bill; that its effective-
ness would be ruined if material amendments were permitted.
Thanks to modern methods of communication, including the
press and the radio, the country was advised of what was
about to happen, and an aroused public sentiment against
any such procedure has actually stormed the Congress. You
who are insisting on rushing this thing through, cry against
what you call propaganda, and condemn the folks back home
for their temerity in expressing their views to their Repre-
sentatives by telegram and letter. You say that this protest
should have no weight with the Congress; that it is inspired
by some evil spirit. However, you seem to forget that because
of these protests you have already abandoned your line of
battle. You are conceding amendments to groups and blocs
in an effort to get sufficient votes to pass any old kind of a
bill. You have no hesitancy in asserting that some kind of
face-saving bill must pass and go to conference.

Your battle cry now is, “Support the President. He has a
mandate to do that which he thinks is best for the country.”
And all New Deal Democrats are expected to hold tight to the
coattail of the President and follow, follow on. It has been
found necessary for the Speaker of the House, the majority
leader, and other splendid and influential Members to take
the floor and make partisan speeches appealing for the pas-
sage of this bill, not because of its merit but on the ground
that an assertion of independence on the part of the New
Deal Members will injure New Deal prestige. I ask you, why
should you, supposedly independent Representatives of your
several constituencies, yield to any argument of political
expediency?

It has been charged in the press, and by some throughout
the country, that this bill will make a dictator out of the Chief
Executive, whoever he may be. Let me remind you that die-
tatorships usually come about through revolution, conquest,
evolution, or docile submission on the part of the people.
I have no fear that this country will ever have a dictatorship
by conguest. Our troubles will be internal. There is a point
beyond which the people will not go, and revolution might be
possible. When I say “evolution”, I mean by the ordinary
processes of government. Laws delegating to the Executive
powers lodged in the Congress by the Constitution are but a
subtle way of clothing the Executive with dictatorial powers.
It is possible for the legislative branch of our Government to
furnish everything essential to dictatorship except the desire
on the part of the Executive. This bill goes a long way in
that direction. Oh, yes; the President awoke from a deep
slumber at the midnight hour a few days ago, called to his
bedside the newspaper reporters, and announced to the world
that he did not want to be a dictator, was not qualified for
the job, and that his background told him better.

In this connection I cannot forget the truism repeated by
the President in his Pittsburgh speech during the last cam-
paign, when he said:

The way we do things, and not the way we say things, is usually
the measure of our sincerity.

The straws always show the way the wind blows; and
when President Roosevelt attempted to remove Commissioner
Humphrey from the Federal Trade Commission simply be-
cause the Commissioner’s mind did not run along with
the mind of the President, that action spelled, as plainly as
words can spell, the philosophy of the President, as far as
these independent agencies set up by Congress are concerned.
He would like to make them all amenable to his will. Of
course, no President will ever be a dictator in this country if
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the public understands fully just what is happening. The
Good Book says:

By their works ye shall know them.

Reputation is what the people say about us. If is based
on an appraisement of what we do. Character is what we
are. If the demands of the administration during recent
years have been such as to arouse our people to a sense of
danger, so far as dictatorship is concerned, then who is to
blame? It is a sad commentary on the New Deal adminis-
tration when the President himself feels called upon to issue
a solemn statement saying that he really does not want fo
be a dictator.

If this bill becomes a law, it will destroy our civil-service
system. A single administrator, appointed by the President
and answerable to the President, will supplant the three
bipartisan Commissioners we have at present. It is fair to
presume that merit as determined by the competitive ex-
amination will go out the window and in its place will come
patronage and political domination. When the New Deal
came upon us, there were 578,000 persons in the executive
branch of the Government. This number has been increased
until today there are 836,173, an increase of over 258,000
political employees. In practically every law enacted set-
ting up these New Deal agencies a provision was included
providing that:

All personnel shall be selected without regard to the Classifica-
tion Act and the civil-service law.

Under this set-up, the President could, and would, cover
these politically selected appointees into the civil service
without any competitive examination. I am opposed to giv-
ing any President any such power.

If this bill becomes a law, the Comptroller General’s office
as it now exists will be abolished. Its independence will be
destroyed. There will be no audit and no check on the
spending of money appropriated by the Congress until after
the money has been spent. In short, the Congress may write
the rules and regulations but the executive departments will
use their discretion in interpreting them. At present the
Comptroller General, as the direct representative of Congress,
is charged with the duty of seeing that the money is spent
in accordance with the law, and his approval must be given
before the money is spent. He has nothing to do with policy.
He has no discretion, but must follow the law. He cannot
be removed by the President. If the administration has its
way, the audit will be after the money is spent. What
benefit will it be to the Congress or to the country to be
advised as to how the money was spent? We have the
stable locked today. Why take off the lock in order that
the horse may be stolen?

This bill proposes more than a reorganization of existing
governmental agencies. It sets up a new department of wel-
fare, with an additional member in the Cabinet. Listen to
this:

Sec. 5. The secretary of welfare shall promote the public health,
safety, and sanitation; the protection of the consumer; the cause
of education; the relief of unemployment and of the hardship
and suffering caused thereby; the rellef of the needy and dis-
tressed; the assistance and benefits of the aged and the relief and
vocational rehabilitation of the physically disabled; and, in general,
shall coordinate and public health, education, and welfare
activities, :

There is no limit as to just how far this new department
may reach out, but we are assured that there will be an
undersecretary of welfare, two assistant secretaries of wel-
fare, a solicitor, and all the other personnel and trimmings
that go to make a Cabinet set-up. By no stretch of the
imagination can this be said to be reorganization. This set-
up alone will absorb any possible savings that might be
brought about under any other provisions of the bill. The
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Woopruml, than whom the
President has generally had no stronger supporter in the
House, rebels against this provision of the bill. He is a
member of the Committee on Appropriations and understands
how the Government is financed. He tells us that this de-
partment alone will cost a minimum of $1,000,000,000 a year,
and there are those who indicate that when fully expanded in
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accordance with the hopes of its advocates, this new welfare
department will cost the taxpayers as much as $3,000,000,000
a year. Yet, we are seriously asked to call this a reorganiza=
tion bill.

If there is anybody here who thinks that the people of the
country are for this provision of the bill, let him consult the
press. Let him inquire back home. No, he need not do that.
Let him consult the correspondence, the requests, the prayers,
and the appeals received during the last few days. Do not
tell me that these people are not sincere, and that they are
controlled by sinister motives; that they are opposed to this
legislation because it is advocated by the New Deal. They
are opposed to the principle. Their forefathers fought for
liberty. They want fo retain that liberty.

Time will not permit a discussion of the many other specific
features of the bill. I do want to call your attention to the
fact, however, that six additional assistants are provided for
the President, six more assistant presidents, or secretaries, or
whatever you want to call them, to be domiciled in the execu=
tive offices at the White House, at a salary of $10,000 each.
These are in addition to the three secretaries now provided.
The salaries are buf a small part of the expense, however,
because there will be the secretaries to the secretaries, the
stenographers, the clerks, the messengers, the new offices
with all the luxurious equipment incident to White House
life. You know on every ocean-going liner, there is a control
board in the captain’s quarfers and from this control board
all the functions of the ship, from speed to ventilation, are
controlled by simply pressing a button. The real purpose of
this bill is to place in the White House such a control board,

In conclusion, may I repeat that this is not emergency leg-
islation; that the Government has heen worrying along for
150 years without reorganization; that this is not a money-
saving bill; that its real purpose is to divest the Congress of
power that it now has under the Constitution and delegate
that power to the Chief Executive to be used as he may see
fit. The President wants the power, and he will do the rest.
He even objects to submitting to Congress for approval the
changes he proposes to make. Upon his demand he secured
similar authority to make reciprocal trade agreements with
foreign nations and, as a result, our own markets have been
sold down the river. It has been argued here that the Con-
gress can at any time repeal this law and reclaim the power,
This bill can become law by a majority vote, while it takes a
two-thirds vote to override the President's veto and reclaim
authority granted.

It has been said that Congress is too busy to investigate and
bring about this reorganization. If this bill becomes a law,
certainly the President himself cannot do this work. Oh, no;
it will be delegated to some of his starry-eyed advisers; and
I was never surer of anything in my life than that the people
of this country do not want the Government reorganized by
this group.

This whole measure is fundamentally wrong, and if it is
fundamentally wrong, amendments will not perfect it. I
express the sentiment of an overwhelming majority of the
people in the district which I represent in opposing this bill.
Believers in constitutional government are still in the ma-
jority. They want to preserve inviolate the legislative, the
executive, and the judicial branches of our cherished democ-
racy.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisa].

Mr, FISH, Mr, Chairman, in the concluding moments of
this debate I desire to make certain observations and com-
ments on the reorganization bill, because it raises a great
American issue transcending party lines. If it were not that
I put my country before my party, I would remain silent
and not obtrude my views and sentiments on this occasion
and upon this highly controversial issue, but I confess that
I believe that if this reorganization bill goes through in
any form whatsoever it will be distinctly to the political
advantage of the Republican party in the fall campaign. I
believe with all good faith and sincerity that if this bill is
enacted into law that it will mean the election of 50 addi-
tional Republican Members of Congress beyond those who
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would be elected this year as a result of the normal reaction
from the New Deal sweep of 1936. No one, therefore, can
say that I am speaking from a partisan point of view in
opposing this attempt of President Roosevelt to grab more
power, I do not believe that the President of the United
States could render any greater disservice to the Democratic
Party, not even if he joined the Republican Party, than by
forcing the consideration of this reorganization bill at this
time in the midst of an economic crisis with 13,000,000
Americans unemployed and 5,000,000 more on part time in-
stead of trying to solve our serious economic problems and
putting our wage earners back to work.

Who is demanding the consideration of this reorganiza-
tion bill in addition to the President of the United States?
No great organizations are asking for it. The President
alone is insisting on the passage of the bill which grants him
vast additional powers, particularly over the civil service,
the Comptroller General’s office, and welfare funds. Have
the farmers made any demand for the bill? Has the Ameri-
can Federation of Labor made any demands? Have the
American people made any demands throughout this coun-
try either by petition, in the press, or in any way what-
soever? Certainly both small and big business are not
urging it. I may say to my Democratic friends, this bill is
in an entirely different category from the Court packing plan
or the utilities bill, or any other bill that has been men-
tioned upon the floor of this House. When the utility bill
was being considered and the Supreme Court packing plan
was being voted on in the Senate, organized labor was
behind the President on both proposals, and so were other
great groups throughout this country.

I have just come back from a week's trip, speaking in five
different States. I did not find a single person where I
spoke—and they asked all kinds of questions—who favored
the reorganization bill or who would defend it. I do not
know of any organized group for the bill except the Com-
munist Party and its official organ, the Daily Worker. As
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Lucel said, the rea-
son the American people are against this bill is not that they
care about the phraseology or the details. They do not know
exactly what is in the bill, and furthermore, they do not care.
All they know is that this bill gives additional powers to the
President of the United States and is a further grant by the
Congress of legislative powers to the President to set up a
one-man government.

For sake of argument I do not propose to stand here as
maybe, others have and accuse the President of trying to be
a dictator or trying fo set up a totalitarian state. That is not
necessary. But the fact is that the President has an obses-
sion for power that amounts to a virtual passion and keeps
demanding more and more from Congress. President Roose-
velt has had far more power than any other President, yet he
is solely responsible for the present Government-made Roose-
velt depression. If he should resign and Vice President Gar-
ner should become President, confidence would be restored
throughout the Nation in 30 days. Why should Congress
surrender and abdicate any more of its legislative functions
to the Chief Executive and leave itself with no more legis-
lative authority than Ghandi has clothing? The time has
come for Congress to recapture and take back some of the
powers already granted and thereby restore representative
government and control over our free institutions to the
people themselves.

Today we are celebrating the twenty-first anniversary of
our entrance into the World War. Some of us who went
into that war were told that we entered it in order to make
the world safe for democracy. What a travesty. What a
farce. What a mockery. Many of the European nations
have gone to the left or to the right into autocracies and
dictatorships, such as fascism, nazi-ism, and communism, and
here we are 21 years affer our entrance into the World War
about to conclude a debate on a bill which would follow in
the footsteps of these foreign nations, not to make the
world safe for democracy but to give still greater power to
the President of the United States and help to set up a
supergovernment. That is what the people of this country
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object to. They do not want to provide at least the chance
or the opportunity to the President to form an autocratic or
a8 one-man government, and follow in the footsteps of
fascism, nazi-ism, or communism. That is the main issue be=
fore the Congress of the United States and all the rest is
shadow boxing and camouflage.

Mr. Chairman, this is permanent law. This 1s not an
emergency measure. This gives permanent power to the
President of the United States, and if we want to admit for
the sake of argument that the present President has noi
dictatorial complex, which I am unwilling to admit, how canf
we guarantee that a future President may not want to use
these dictatorial powers. He may be inclined to fascism.
He may be inclined to nazi-ism. He may even be inclined to
communism. No matter what proposals are made, no mat-
ter what makeshifts or amendments are introduced, no
matier what compromises are offered, I say to all Members
of the House of Representatives, you cannot compromise
with our free institutions; you cannot compromise with
popular government; you cannot compromise by giving
these additional powers into the hands of any one man, be
be Republican or be he Democrat. I propose to take you
back to the early days of our country and we can well afford
to consider the words of our first President in the present
crisis, We are about to vote on this supergovernment
measure in defiance of the wishes of the American people.
What was it that Washington had to say in his Farewell
Address about concentrating power in the hands of one
man? Why has that not been brought up on the floor of
Congress and read and reread. It should be read in every
American school and learned by heart by a free people. If
any man ever had a prevision of what might happen to this
country by concentrating power in the hands of the Chief
Executive, it was George Washington. I quote from his
Farewell Address:

It is important, likewise, that the habits of thi
ccuntry should inspire caution in those enmmndklﬁigttlini?s !;.g?
ministration, to confine themselves within their respective con-
stitutional spheres, avoiding in the exercise of the powers of one
department to encroach upon another. The spirit of encroach-
ment tends to consolidate the powers of all the departments into
one, and thus to create, whatever the form of government, a
real despotism. A just estimate of that love of power, and prone-
ness to abuse it, which predominates in the human heart, is
sufficlent to satisfy us of the truth of this position.

The necessity of reciprocal checks In the exercise of political
power, by dividing and distributing it into different depositaries,
ardian of ﬂ‘z; public weal against

I include herewith a list of the powers of the President,
and with President Roosevelt reaching out continuously for
new powers, it is time to review again those that he already
has—and has so misused.

The powers granted him by the Constitution of the United
States are these:

To “take care that the laws be faithfully executed.”

To command the Army and Navy—also, on occasion, the
gtt:tt:s militias—and fo commission all officers of the United

To make treaties, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate, and to receive ambassadors and other public
ministers.

To appoint diplomatic and consular officers, judges of the
Supreme Court, and—unless otherwise decided by the Con-
stitution or the Congress—all other Federal officials.

To inform Congress from time to time regarding the
state of the Union, and to “recommend to their considera-
tion such measures as he shall judge necessary and ex-

pedient.”
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To veto Federal legislation of which he does not approve—
though the Congress may override the veto by a two-thirds
majority.

And these are the additional powers which, on a plea of
emergency, Mr. Roosevelt has been granted by Congress since
1933:

To issue $3,000,000,000 of banknotes, as he pleases.

To regulate as he pleases the acquiring and holding of
gold, its transportation, treatment, import, and export.

To decree the free and unlimited coinage of silver, at any
ratio he sees fit.

To devalue the dollar again, if he likes.

To dictate the Nation’s relief policies, and determine the
rate of pay granted to W. P. A. workers.

To spend, under the Emergency Relief Act of 1936, bil-
lions of dollars, virtually as he chooses.

To operate as he likes a secret fund of $2,000,000,000,
for stabilizing the dollar and maintaining Government bond
prices.

To raise or lower the tariff at will, within 50 percent, on
any import he selects.

To conclude reciprocal trade treaties without submitting
them to Congress.

To suspend trading on every stock exchange in the country
for 90 days, at his discretion.

To control, through the Treasury and the Federal Reserve
System, the Nation's supply of credit.

To use the cash paid into the Social Security reserve fund
to meet current deficits.

To control the Nation’s agricultural production, under a
system of loans, benefits, and penalties for farmers.

To decide, when he likes, that a conflict abroad is a
“state of war” or that it “threatens or endangers the peace
of the United States,” and thus put into effect a complicated
system of embargoes, which he may modify or terminate at
his discretion.

And these are the additional powers that Mr. Roosevelt
is asking in the so-called executive reorganization bill:

To rearrange, abolish, or combine Federal departments
and agencies at his discretion. )

To control the Federal civil service by abolishing the Civil
Service Commission.

To spend, as he sees fit, the moneys appropriated by Con-
gress, without previous check by a comptroller general and
subject only to an audit after the money is spent.

To extend and strengthen his personal authority over all
Government corporations and over the hitherto independent
Federal commissions. )

And these are still other powers that Mr. Roosevelt is
asking urgently of Congress: ;

To control labor, industry, and business by a complicated
wage and hour law;

To set up, under a law creating seven new authorities
in seven districts, seven new collectivist experiments like the
T. V. A, all run personally by him.

Is not this enumeration formidable? Does it not speak
for itself? 1Is it not time to call a halt?

For more than 5 years Mr. Roosevelt, armed with these
vast extraordinary powers, has been planning, experiment-
ing, dominating. He asked for the responsibility. It was
given him. And where has he brought us? Straight into
a new depression, almost before we were out of the last.
No words should be necessary. Events are elcquent enough.
Not only should Congress refuse him all of the new powers
he demands, but it should take away from him the extraor-
dinary powers he was granted on plea of emergency. It
should begin to do this at once, before he succeeds in mud-
dling us into an even worse situation than that now upon us.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, may I say to the Members
on both sides of the aisle that the fundamental faith of the
Democratic Party for 150 years has been against the concen=
tration of power in the hands of the Federal Government.
The Republicans have always stood for a reasonable central-
ized Government, but you Democrats have always stood for
Btates’ rights and States’ sovereignty and were against the
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consolidation of power in the Federal Government to inter-
fere with business and with the individual. However, you
have already by your votes in Congress granted vast emer=
gency powers to the President. You have delegated the
legislative power in the Chief Executive, so that today youw
have gone way beyond anything the Republican Party eved
dreamed of, so far as the concentration of power in thal
Chief Executive is concerned. You have gotten as far away
as you possibly could from the fundamental principles off
Thomas Jefferson, and I hope the Democratic majority will
save the day tomorrow by refusing to vote additional powers
to President Roosevelt in this great economic crisis which
no one else is demanding or even favors. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.] :

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to tha
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. MurDocK].

Mr., STACE. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. McCormack). The Chair will
count.

Mr. STACK. I withdraw my point of order. !

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, I have sat
through this long debate very attentively and up to this
point I have not said one word. I have listened with great
solicitude to the solemn tones of the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Sumners]. I have heard much emphasis placed upon
the character and the motives of the man who leads the
majority party, the present occupant of the White House.
I have heard him compared, and not in any impious way,
with that Man of Calvary who walked the road of sorrow.
I have also heard him compared, at least by one speaker,
with Lucifer who fell.

Mr. Chairman, it might be well for some of us to search
our own hearts and weigh our own motives. That requires
us to think more about cur own combination of conscience
and good judgment rather than of our ability to hold our
ears to the ground. However, I do not wish to condemn
our proper desire to hear and to please the people. Let
me in a brief moment repeat the solemn words of George
Washington. At the time when the great convention of
1787 was meeting, Washington took the floor, although he
was the presiding officer, and said these few memorable
sentences:

It is too probable that no plan we propose will be adopted.
Perhaps another dreadful conflict is to be sustained. If to pleasa
the people we offer that which we ourselves disapproved, how
can we falrly defend our work. Let us ralse a standard to which
:?gﬂ:ésem_thehonestcmrepalr. The event is in the hands

I believe we as Representatives ought to regard that other
side of our representative duty. I am conscious of the fact
that in this year of 1938, with its more complicated order of
society, I cannot, even though I attempt it conscientiously,
depend upon my own judgment nearly to the extent that the
fathers did in 1787, neither do I wish, being a good Demo-
crat, to ignore in the least the voice of the people. I
should like to know what is the voice of the people. I wish
that 99.99 percent of my constituents had possessed the $1.20
requisite to sending me a telegram on this matter. I alsa
have received some letters and telegrams. Perhaps a few of)
them were canned, but I believe most of them were sin-)
cere, especially where I personally know the sender and that
he paid for the message. I give them credit for that and
thank my constituency for notifying me of their wishes in
the matter. This is what is bothering me. I did not get
many telegrams, relatively, and I wonder whether they really
represent the voice of the people.

I believe there has been a good deal of sham in the talk:
I have heard on both sides of this aisle, but I give my col-'
leagues credit for much sincerity, too. I have heard the
President’s motives questioned. I have been a great admirer,
of our President, and I am now an admirer of our Presi-
dent. I do not in the least doubt his motive, but I do
somewhat doubt his ability. I doubt it in this respect: That!
I do not believe there is a living soul who is equal to the
emergency at this hour of national crisis. However, I do'
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believe that our leader at the other end of the Avenue comes
nearer possessing the requisite integrity and wisdom to be
a sufficient guide at this time of crisis than does any other
man in the country.

The opposition apparently do not trust Roosevelt! Well, I
do not trust him completely myself. Today I received a tele-
gram which said, among other things, “Save Roosevelt from
himself.” There may be something to that cry. I sometimes
have to be saved from myself. I never go to sleep in a tall
building with an open, unguarded window. I never scold any-
body in my automobile for telling me of an approaching car
or a changing signal which I see while driving but possibly
might not have seen. Every human being needs safeguard-
ing for the safety of all concerned. I want us in this bill to
give the President adequate power within constitutional lim-
itations, but not too much. I believe this bill may be
amended to make it safe and yet effective.

The crying need in governmental reorganization is for the
centralizing and placing of responsibility. When a Republi-
can Governor in Illinois brings about such a reorganization,
it is written up in political science textbooks as a stroke of
statesmanship. Now when the same thing is proposed on a
larger scale for the Nation, it is called creating a dictatorship.
Let us be sensible about this matter. I know that there are
more pressing needs for legislation concerning unemployment
at this moment, but let us amend this measure as it needs to
be amended for a part of our planning for a better order of
things. If this House bill is properly amended along the
lines suggested by the committee, it has my support.

One of the advantages of the dual systems of govern-
ment in this country, by which a part of the functions of
government are placed in charge of local units called
States, where they may vary according to the needs of
that community, new ideas and practices may be tried out
on a small scale and tested as to their real worth. Because
of that arrangement the States of this Union have been,
throughout our history, political, sociological experiment sta-
tions. Thoughtful students of American political affairs
know and appreciate this fact that many governmental
ideas have germinated and have been applied in some State
and have later been accepted and improved on here in Wash-
ington. My own State of Arizona has been a rich field of
political experimentation. If time permitted, I would like
to point out some of our newer features of social and po-
litical legislation in which my State takes pride, some of
which might well be copied here.

For illustration, we have the modern form of the refer-
endum in Arizona, carrying democracy to a little nearer
completion by permitting the people to pass judement upon
all important acts of government. Is it any wonder that I,
& man coming from Arizona, should look with favor in gen-
eral upon a referendum upon all important acts of the
National Government, even such a thing as a foreign war?
I believe in the optional referendum as well as in the com-
pulsory referendum, is a matter of my considered judgment,
and not merely because I am at this moment a Representa-
tive from Arizona.

Some of the favorite sons of Arizona—of which Gov.
Tom Campbell is one—speak with authority in civic matters.
I agree with Governor Campbell in his recommendations
concerning civil-service organization, the same being em-
bodied in this measure. The need of reorganization is
clearly apparent now and has been needed for many years
past. This bill contains provisions regarding the civil serv-
ice which are practically the same recommendations made
by the first Republican Governor of Arizona when he later
served as head of the Civil Service Commission here at
Washington.

The sober judgment of textbook writers on political sci-
ence and the dispassionate opinion of authoritative students
of government in recent years all express the view that our
disjointed executive departments in State and Nation need
overhauling, with a view to efficiency first and such economy
as may be effected. I have taught that view as an instructor
in colleges and I am firmly convinced of the soundness of
it. True, this implies centralizing power and placing re-
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sponsibility. There is no other way out. I feel that it is
the needful thing to do in Washington and it remains only
4 question whether now is the expedient time to do it. Such
a program, of course, implies that there shall be adequate
safeguards so that the Executive cannot become a dictator.
Our necessity requires power placed in proper hands. Our
liberties require proper limitations on that power. I do not
want a dictator under any guise whether we call him Gov-
ernor, President, Comptroller General, or Chief Justice, or
political boss. Can we shape such legislation to get these
benefits and avoid the dangers? If I think you have so
legislated in this completed measure, it shall have my vote.
[Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TrReapway].

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I realize the hour is
late, and I will curtail my remarks from what I had hoped
to be able to make.

I particularly wish to refer to the remarks of the gentle-
man who preceded me. He spoke about hearing the voice
of the people and expressed the desire to know what the
voice of the people is. I know of no better way to get the
voice of the people than to hear from the people you rep-
resent on this floor. I have heard from them by the hun-
dreds in the last 10 days or 2 weeks. By watching the mail
and watching the telegrams, it is very evident that this is
not propaganda. It is an uprising of the will of the people
expressed to their elected Representatives. I cannot feel
that in western Massachusetts, the district I represent, cer-
tainly there was any propaganda. If was the outpouring of
the opinion of the people on this legislation. I know of no
better way to get that voice than to read the letters and
the telegrams. Mr. Chairman, one constituent of mine was
so anxious to get his views to me this morning that he sent
me a telegram collect, and I paid 62 cents to get his opinion.
That is hearing from the people back home with a vengeance.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to make one reminiscence at
this point. It so happens that 25 years ago tomorrow in
conjunction with some other gentlemen I became a Member
of Congress. I have served continuously since that time.
The three other nien who have that same record at this time
are the Democratic majority leader, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Raysurn], for whom no one has a higher respect
than we, his colleagues; and the able and distinguished
chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary, the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. SumneErs], who spoke so magnifi-
cently here an hour ago.

I do not know that I can explain, except on the ground
of his ability, why these seats are always filled with attentive
listeners of the membership of Congress when the gentleman
takes the floor. The fourth man in that group is the distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Maresl, who
throughout the years has served his constituency with
ability and with an interest only for the welfare of the
country. I believe it is no more than right and proper
that such an anniversary as I speak of should be referred
to at this time.

May I also make this statement: I was sorry to hear our
friend the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Frep M. VinNson],
this morning make what appeared to be his final speech in
this House. I hope he will favor the Congress with further
remarks, but he seemed to leave the impression—to me, at
least—that he did not intend to take the floor again. While
he is becoming a judge, we expect he will continue to serve
with us until the tax measure becomes law. A conference
on that measure without his presence on the committee of
conference would hardly seem possible. We want him there.
My disagreement with the gentleman’s views may at times
have incurred his displeasure, but, nevertheless, if there is a
fair, square, and upright Member of Congress, he is the man.
I feel the judiciary is to be complimented that it will add
the name of FreEp Vinson to that list of distinguished men
in the near future.

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?
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Mr. TREADWAY., I yield to the gentleman from In-
diana.

Mr. PETTENGILL. In view of the fact a very sincere dis-
agreement has developed between the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. Frep M. Vinson] and myself, T am pleased to
take this opportunity to second all the gentleman from
Massachusetts has said about our distinguished friend from
Kentucky. [Applause.]

Mr. TREADWAY. I am sure that would be the inevitable
opinion of all who have been associated with the gen-
tleman from EKentucky as intimately as the gentleman who
is now rising [Mr. McCormack] and I have been associated
with the gentleman from EKentucky for so many years on
the Committee on Ways and Means. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr, McCORMACK. I am very pleased to hear my dis-
tinguished friend make the statement that he hopes the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Frep M. Vinson] will re-
main in the House until the tax bill has been disposed of.
I may also say, my friend from Massachusetts having com-
plimented the two Democratic Members and the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Mares] who came here with him 25
years ago, that we on the Democratic side appreciate the
fact that the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TREAD-
wa¥] is a very hard fighter, but an honest and sincere one,
and speaking for myself, and I believe I bespeak the
thoughts of my Democratic colleagues, we join him in his
reference to the other three Members and would also in-
clude the gentleman from Massachusetts therein. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. TREADWAY. I appreciate the remarks of my col-
league. Now, if I may return to the subject of this long
disputed bill for a very brief time and speak in the same
spirit that I have been doing for the last 5 minutes, I want
to refer to the statement of the majority leader of a few
days ago calling upon the House to stand by the President
and stating “Whether by our votes we are going to show
that we have faith in him.”

Mr. Chairman, we are not sent here, as I understand it,
by our constituents to stand by the President of the United
States, right or wrong. I have heard it expressed many times
on this floor, “I am with the President when I think he is
right and I am against him when I think he is wrong.”

My personal view has been very materially toward the
latter tendency during the incumbency of Franklin D. Roose-
velt in the White House. I may have voted now and again
for some matter that he liked, but, as a rule, I think I have
consistently been 100 percent perfect the other way. [Laugh-
ter.] We are not sent here to show our faith in him; we are
sent here to legislate in behalf of our people; and the Presi-
dent is sent to the White House to carry out the laws which
we pass—not to make them. In this case he is making the
law. He is proposing the bill that is now before us most
actively, even suggesting amendments to it, even getting up
at midnight down at Warm Springs and getting the press
together and telling them to send out word to offer amend-
ments to the bill, and all that sort of thing.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TREADWAY. I would prefer not to yield because
I have now gotten back into a field of discussion where I
feel a little more at home and my time is quite brief, but
inasmuch as I have been reminiscing about the older Mem-
bers, I will be pleased to yield to the dean of the House.

Mr. SABATH. Is it not a fact that the Constitution pro-
vides the President shall make recommendations to the
Congress?

Mr. TREADWAY. He should make recommendations,
absolutely, but we should maintain the legislative branch
of our Government, and I may say in my humble judgment
that four-fifths of the Members on the Democratic side if
they yielded to their own views rather than to pressure
from the White House would vote tomorrow against this
bill. [Applause.]

Mr. SABATH. And, fortunately for the country, he al-
ways advocates measures that are for the best interests of
the country.
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Mr. TREADWAY. We have not seen that kind of legis-
lation for the last 5 years. If so, why has there not been
some kind of legislation to get us out of the Franklin
D. Roosevelt depression? Where are we now as compared
with 5 years ago, with $15,000,000,000 more of debt than we
had at that time and 13,000,000 people out of work?

Mr. SABATH. In the last year the various industries
have made more money than ever before in their history.

Mr. TREADWAY. I am not saying that our President
is trying to become a dictator, but I do say, and I challenge
anyone to deny this statement, every bit of legislation from
the time he entered the White House to the present day
has been along the line of adding to his responsibility and
authority and taking authority away from Congress. This
is the situation now, and even a few weeks ago it was
almost heresy to suggest the word “dictator.” What do we
find today? That midnight press conference brought on
by him to deny that he wants to be a dictator.

Mr. Chairman, it is not often that I am moved to speak
more than once on a bill that is before the House. How-
ever, the question before us is of such importance and has
such far-reaching implications that I feel warranted in
taking the floor a second time to express my views.

As the debate has progressed, the one thing that has
stood out is the utter lack of any argument in support of
the bill. No reasons have been advanced why this legisla-
tion should take precedence over much more important mat-
ters which are awaiting action by Congress, foremost among
which is some plan for getting us out of the present Roose-
velt depression.

This tendency toward centralization of power in the Exec-
utive is a clear-cut violation of our fundamental law—the
Constitution—under which our forefathers wisely divided
the powers of the Government between three coordinate
b:banches, each of which was to be independent of the
others.

As I have previously stated, the same issue is involved in
this bill as was involved in the President’s court-packing
proposal.

The people are fully aware of this fact. That is why they
have become so aroused. That is why Congress has been
deluged with expressions of opinion from persons in all walks
of life in opposition to this measure.

The people are not going to give up their voice in the
Government, which they exercise through the choice of their
Representatives and Senators and through their right of
petition.

I have seen a great many organized efforts made to influ-
ence Congress by letters and telegrams, but never have I
seen as spontaneous and earnest expressions on the part of
the people themselves as have flooded our offices since this
bill has been before us.

The President has stated that the vote in the other body
was evidence that its Members could not be “purchased” by
organized telegrams.

The converse of that statement would be that a favorable
vote on the bill is evidence that Members of Congress can be
purchased by patronage, the expenditure of public money, or
other bait offered by the administration, not to mention
forms of pressure frequently used.

I do not charge that either the proponents or the oppo-
nents of this bill can be bought or swayed. I am willing fo
give each Member credit for voting his convictions, whether
he is favorable to or opposed to this bill.

However, I want to caution the Members who are “on the
fence,” so to speak, against being influenced to support the
bill by reason of certain amendments that are going to be
offered in an effort to attract votes.

It is certain that the bill cannot be passed in the form
reported; hence the leaders have agreed to make certain
concessions.

Amid great applause, the majority leader wound up his
appeal to the House the other day with the statement that
he was going to “walk with the President” on this bill if he
had to walk alone.
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If the leadership of this House were still insisting that the
bill be put through without change, the chances are that he
would have been given an opportunity to walk alone.

I call attention to the fact that even if the House passed
the bill with the amendments that have been proposed they
can readily be eliminated in conference.

When the conference report comes back to the House
only 1 hour of debate will be permitted under the rules.
There will be no opportunity to expose its provisions.

The proposal to amend the bill so that Congress can dis-
approve of the President’s reorganization plans by a ma-
jority vote is an empty gesture. The President himself has
stated that such a provision would be unconstitutional. I
quote his exact words, as set forth in his letter to an anony-
mous and perhaps mythical friend:

But there are two cogent reasons why the bill should go through
as it is drawn. The first is the constitutional gquestion involved
in the passage of a concurrent resolution, which is only an ex-
pression of sentiment. Such a resolution cannot
repeal Executive action taken in pursuance of a law.

I cannot believe that this House is going to adopt this
amendment and then vote for the bill under the assumption
that Congress is preserving its legislative powers. The
President’s own statement shows that such an amendment
would be absolutely meaningless.

I, of course, would be glad to see an amendment adopted
exempting the Veterans’ Administration from the reorganiza-
tion plan. The present organization, under the able direc-
tion of General Hines, has been extremely efficient and free
from polifical domination.

The administration of veterans’ affairs is a big enough job
in itself to warrant a separate, independent agency. It
should remain free from politics.

I am likewise in favor of the amendment that will be
offered to leave the Bureau of Education in the Department
of the Interior. I am absolutely opposed to any effort to
expand Federal control over education. If the Bureau were
to be included in the new department of welfare, there is
no doubt but that an effort would be made to encroach
further into the educational field.

Even though the amendments relating to the Veterans'
Administration and the Bureau of Education be adopted,
there is no assurance that they will be in the final bill. If is
well known that they are being supported by the administra-
tion forces merely in an effort to get votes.

If the administration had its own way, we would have a
much more drastic reorganization bill than is now before
us. To prove this, I need only refer to the terms of the
original reorganization proposal as suggested to Congress by
the President.

Hence we have every reason fto be careful to restrict the
powers granted to the President under this measure.

The proposed department of welfare should be very care-
fully considered. It will have broad jurisdiction and broad
powers. It will have immediate control over the spending
of three to four billions annually, and this, of course, would
only be the beginning. There is no telling how much money
it would be spending in a few years.

One outstanding reason why Congress should not provide
for this new department is that it would probably have at
its head the greatest spender of all times—Harry L. Hopkins.

The proposed department of welfare simply means more
taxes to be saddled on the backs of the American people.

Originally, one of the arguments in favor of Government
reorganization was that it would perhaps result in certain
economies, However, no one has claimed that the present
bill would result in saving a single penny. On the con-
trary, it would probably result in huge additional expendi-
tures, particularly in the proposed welfare department.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, let me say that I hope this
House will once more demonstrate to the country that it
can put principle above partisanship and party loyalty. It
has done so in the past, and I trust that it will do so again.
Let us show cur constituents that we are on the job here
in Washington carrying on the duties they sent us here to
perform and preserving their voice in the Government. Let

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

4891

us keep in mind the fact that a vote for the bill, in what-
ever final form it takes, is a vote against the constitutional
rights of the people of the United States.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks at the point where I
concluded my statement of a few moments ago.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. FraaerTy). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may desire to use to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
DingELL].

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of
the Committee, the reorganization bill under consideration
by the committee is a measure that the President and the
Democratic Party are morally obligated to put into effect
under a pledge contained in the party platform. The
strange thing about all of this debate is that it has been
brought about as a result of either misunderstanding on the
part of many of our most sincere people, or because of fear
on the part of employees and friends of the departments or
agencies involved in the legislation, or as a result of deliber-
ate and violent misrepresentation of disgruntled individuals
and groups, or of Republican partisans who seek to destroy
the President of the United States and the Democratic Party.

It is worthy of note that the creation of the department of
welfare contained in this bill was passed by the House last
August with only 88 adverse votes to indicate the feeble
opposition. In 1932 Congress delegated to President Hoover
the power to reorganize departments and agencies in the
same manner provided in this bill. The bill, in fact, gave
the President far more executive power and discretion. The
law over the specified period of 2 years extended into the
Roosevelt administration, and under the law the President,
Franklin D. Roosevelt, reorganized 11 agencies. There was
no cry of dictator against Hoover, there was none against
Rooseveli, there should not be any question now. In the
same month of August of 1937 this authority was extended
by action of the House of Representatives with the objection
of only 76 votes out of 435.

It is therefore evident that the question of a dictatorship
or of the abdication of Congress, or of the shifting of the
Bureau of Education, or of the creation of an auditor
general, or of redefining any function of any department
head or cabinet member as might be authorized by Con-
gress was not involved at that time and is pernicious and
partisan now.

This campaign is a coldly calculated and carefully pre-
meditated partisan political challenge, born of desperation
and inspired by the Republican Party. It has for its pur-
pose the destruction of President Roosevelt’s prestige
through a smearing campaign and it is intended through
this method fo bring about the defeat of the Democratic
Party.

If it were not a fact that reorganization is the need of
the hour, and that such reorganization was discussed and
planned for nearly fwoscore years, the effect upon the
party would be of no particular concern of those of us
who place the welfare of the taxpayer and of our people
in the forefront and ahead of political expediency. Six or
seven Presidents before Franklin Roosevelt demanded re-
organization and the delegation of the power to reorganize
the executive departments. The measures discussed were
either identical or as under President Hoover even more
power was demanded and granted by Congress than is
asked for in the pending measure and more departments
were affected. Our people have been led to believe that
President Roosevelt is the first and the only President ever
to request such authority, or that the Democratic Party
never has pledged itself to reorganization of the Govern-
ment departments. The opposite is in fact true. Both
major parties have repeatedly pledged themselves to re-
organization and as stated several Presidents have insisted
upon the enactment of similar legislation.
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The passions of the people have been inflamed, because it
was suggested or hinted that under the proposal Congress
abdicates and that the President becomes a dictator. In
these troublesome times when European dictators are sprout-
ing up like mushrooms this is the psychological time to incul-
cate fear into our people by inference or by innuendo. Cer-
tainly the opponents of the bill cannot point out wherein the
bill specifically grants the President the powers of a dictator
or where the Congress divests itself of any of its privileges of
present or future control. Vicious propaganda is being dis-
seminated to arouse the fear in the hearts of our people with
regard to private and parcchial education. The veterans are
being agitated to believe that the authorization to shift the
the Veterans’ Bureau would jeopardize their well-being.
Civil-service employees have been led to believe that the plan
of the President involves the establishment of a spoils system
which would undermine the provisions of the present law
guaranteeing freedom from political exploitation, uninter-
rupted tenure, and which would deprive these Government
workers of the benefits of the retirement fund. More than
that, it is stated that the legislation pertaining to the Comp-
troller General's office, and the establishment of an auditer
general would be a calamity such as has never been visited
upon our people heretofore,

The objectives of the bill are the antithesis of the propa-
ganda directed against its adoption.

As regards education, a mere shift from the Interior De-
partment to the proposed new welfare department could
not and would not without specific authority in law change
its present functions. However, I have always been ex-
tremely cautious to the point of suspicion about education
and the tampering with this Department. Accordingly, I
have worked with my colleague from Massachusetts [JorN
McCormack], in this instance as I have on more than one
occasion, to strike this provision from the bill. I did so
quietly, although effectively, and an agreement with the
leadership was arrived at without any difficulty, inasmuch
as the President had not intended any shake-up within the
Bureau of Education itself. It was quite generally agreed
that this Bureau could be quite readily made exempt.

As regards the Veterans' Bureau, I have been a steadfast
and consistent friend of the veteran and I have guarded his
interest with my very political life. Inasmuch as there was
some question in the minds of the veterans, whether justi-
fied or not, I have worked for the exemption of the Vet-
erans' Bureau and it is tentatively agreed that the Bureau
is not to be included in any shuflle or shake-up. I must add,
however, that at no time in connection with reorganization
was it intended by either the President or the leadership
that the functions of the Veterans’ Bureau should be
abridged or tampered with.

As regards the civil service, the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
will show that I have not only voted but acted in behalf of
our Federal employees, throwing up legal safeguards around
their employment which made for stability, certainty, satis-
faction, and happiness of these thousands of faithful Gov-
ernment workers. I favor civil service to the extent that
Government employees may plan a career through which
they may attain high executive positions. As a practical
illustration, I have voted for the inclusion of postmasters
in all post offices under the civil service, and as a second
illustration, I have sponsored legislation bringing into the
classified civil service the special-delivery messengers. When
these two objectives are eventually realized, the post-office
employees will all be included within the provisions of the
civil service law and assured of security in their old age
under the Retirement Act. It is the intention of the admin-
istration under the provisions of this bill to bestow the bene-
fits of the civil service and of the Retirement Act upon more
than 200,000 non-civil-service workers of the Government.

The object of the greatest misrepresentation is perhaps
that portion of the bill which deals with the reorganization
of the Comptroller General’s office. Up to the present time
under the law the Compiroller General’s functions are not
only executive but judicial, and further than that he is in
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a sense the auditor general. This bill, when it becomes law,
will simply separate the auditing from the executive and
judicial activities or functions and will place the auditing
work in a new department headed by an auditor general
The Comptroller General’s department has always met with
my approval.

I was one of his most consistent and stanch defenders.
But this much must be admitted, that because of the tre-
mendous burdens imposed upon the Comptroller General
his office has bogged down completely. It is a matter of
record that the Congress has not in the more than 15 years
of the existence of this department received a single com=-
plete postaudit; and it must be said for the benefit of those
who are led to believe that all expenditures are preaudited
by the Comptroller General that he has preaudited on the
average of about 3 percent or a little over of all Govern-
ment expenditures. His check-up of disbursing agencies is
from 1 to 4 years late and has rightfully been charged
with causing inexcusable delay for which not only this, but
previous administrations have been condemned. It is in-
tended that red tape and unsound auditing practices should
be eliminated under the provisions of this bill. Congress,
realizing that the Comptroller General's department was
hopelessly overburdened and unable to cope with the prob-
lem, heretofore specifically exempted or excluded from his
control 19 large governmental agencies. Experts in govern-
ment are united in saying that the office of Comptroller
General as at present constituted is inefficient and unwieldy.
Under the provisions of the proposed reorganization bill the
Comptroller General will retain his present executive, ju-
dicial, and even his preaudit functions, limited only by the
requirement that for any question purely of law where
neither auditing or fact finding are involved, he must con-
sult the Attorney General. One of the objectives of the re-
organization plan is to stop this everlasting collision between
the legal departments of the Government and to have one
authoritative source of legal advice, and that is the consti-
tutional office of the Attorney General of the United States.

Under existing law we are called upon to witness a most
ridiculous practice of the Comptroller General supervising
disbursements and then auditing his own actions. This
practice would be indeed laughable if it were not so serious.
The bill in no way abridges the right of the Comptroller
General to preaudit disbursements. The bill provides for
an independent audit by the newly created auditor general
and he is to be appointed by the Congress and removable
by the Congress; while at present the Comptroller General
is appointed by the President. He exercises the power of
control as well as audit and therefore has been required to
devote his time to control and to advise department officials
as to expenditures, and as a consequence, due to the load, he
was unable to maks the best job of both.

I want to revert to a brief discussion of the department
of welfare with a Cabinet member at its head. It has been
charged, and we will not question the sincerity of those
making the charges, that free education would be abeclished.
The only proof offered in this connection is that within the
department of welfare would rest the authority of adminis-
tration of present laws bearing upon education. To best
answer this objection I should like to submit, Mr. Chairman,
the statement of the Most Reverend Edward Mooney, Arch-
bishop of Detroit, contained in a telegram which already
appears in the RECORD.

The telegram was received by the Right Reverend Mon-
signor Ready, of Washington, D. C., who was authorized to
make it public. It should be noted that the Archbishop of
Detroit is the chairman of the National Catholic Welfare
Conference, and as such is the spokesman of the hierarchy
of the Roman Catholic Church. We quote the archbishop
as follows:

If there are any provisions in bill which actually jeopardize
Catholle educational interests, please point them out to secretary,
National Catholic Welfare Conference. At present I see nothing
in bill to expand present functions of Federal educational agencies

and therefore to arouse fears in regard to Catholic interests. Ii
am not now urging protest.
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This statement by the archbishop is in response to a tele-
gram from a Member of Congress, which we quote:

Reorganization bill now before House sets up department of
welfare, which in turn is empowered, in my opinion, to create
bureau of education. Possible standards of education inimical
to States’ rights and private schools may result. If you agree,
urge your people immediately to wire protest against measure to
their Congressmen. Vote may come this week.

It is quite evident from the foregoing that the Archbishop
of Detroit, a brilliant and militant churchman, ever on the
alert to protect the rights of his fellow coreligionists and
the rights of freedom and liberty of all of our people, could
not be misled to accept as true the pernicious propaganda
which is pouring in upon Members of Congress, There is
nothing in the bill that is wrong or undesirable, but wher-
ever the slightest doubt was aroused in the minds of the
leaders suitable amendments exempting or eliminating cer-
tain departments or agencies were agreed to and will be
advanced to allay the fears of our people. To show the
extent to which our newspapers have stultified themselves
and the dastardly lies which our so-called free press passed
on to its unsuspecting readers as pure and unsullied news, I
submit the views of journalists and newspapermen.

I quote Mr. Arthur Krock, of the New York Times:

If the opposition to the Byrnes bill had been kept within bounds
of truth and reason, Wall Street and other interests would have
paid only ordinary attention to the legislation. The powers it
delegates to the President do not bear on anything that is dis-
turbing confidence in this country or depressing business.

Again, Mr. Earl Godwin, of the Washington Times staff,
a journalist of note and ex-president of the National Press
Club, has this to say:

Continued publication of such deliberate untruths will someday
end in disaster. I have read news accounts of debates in the
Senate on this reorganization which were completely distorted. I
know of a chain of newspapers which received orders to print a
certain editorial. One editor refused on the ground that the
editorial was completely inaccurate and received the reply, “Print
or resign.” A free press is a bulwark of freedom, but a press which
lies on the order of its owners is already in chains,

There are many of the Nation’s foremost newspapers that
have retained their composure and after a dispassionate
study of the bill gave editorial endorsement to the measure.
Some of the foremost newspapers in this country, and right
here in Washington, have declared themseives in favor of
the reorganization bill.

Mr, Chairman, I have not only advocated, but I have
worked for efficiency in government. Here is the opportu-
nity that I have waited for contained in this reorganization
bill and inasmuch as Congress has not abdicated, and inas-
much as Congress retains all of its powers under the bill,
and inasmuch as any act of the Executive under this bill
will be subject to disapproval by a concurrent resolution as
provided for in a pending amendment, I say to you that I
am in conscience bound to vote for the bill and I am con-
fident of the overwhelming approval of my people. My
office has been swamped with countless telegrams, many of
them vicious, threatening, and unfair. Many of these indi-
viduals have been misled and it is a crying shame that in
this day and age agencies, groups, and individuals able to
learn the real facts are disseminating either half truths or
deliberate lies. There is about as much truth to this prop-
aganda as there was in the pay-envelope propaganda which
originated with the Republican high command and which
was intended to destroy Roosevelt and the Democratic Party
during the campaign of 1936.

This propaganda will have about as much effect. In fact,
the same boomerang effect as did the propaganda of that
time. President Roosevelt and the Democratic Party are not,
thank God, tongue-tied or timid, and when the time comes
we will turn back the tide of opposition. We will win back
those of our friends who have been misled or coerced, and
ihrough concerted action the policies of the President and
the Democratic Party will be given the stamp of approval
When the reorganization bill becomes a law, and our schools
and our churches and our various governmental agencies
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continue to function, even on a more efficient basis, and
when the Congress will continue to carry on its constitutional
functions for the benefit of all of the people, and when the
great office of the President is shown as heretofore to respond
to the will of the people, and the dictatorship balloon will
have bursted, then will come the reaction and the decimating
effect of the vicious propaganda which will further reduce
the ranks of the Republican Party in this House, if it does
not completely destroy the G. O. P.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Lorpl.

REORGANIZATION OF GOVERNMENT

Mr. LORD. Mr. Chairman, all of this hue and ery about
reform in government is just a smoke screen to get legisla-
tion passed to usurp the powers of the Congress. You always
want to watch out for reformers.

The proposal of this legislation has stirred the people of
this Nation more than any other thing that has been pro-
posed in Congress for many years, unless it was President
Roosevelt’s proposal to usurp the powers of the Supreme
Court. We all remember well the stunning blow he gave our
people when he proposed to pack the Supreme Court, and the
storm of protest that came up all over our Nation.

Failing in that, the law of time is gradually taking care
of the Court. As far back as 1935 and 1936 I became con-
vinced that his managers were seeking more and more power
that belonged to the Congress, and that some day we would
regret giving it to him.

Now comes this reorganization bill, that will finish the job.
He takes over everything that the Congress can give and adds
on new functions of government that has no place in our
national system and belongs to the local people.

Our schools have always been kept with the people but this
bill would place the authority with the President. Welfare,
that has always been a local function, would be, by creating
& new department, a national function; and all of the changes
would tighten up and give one man absolute control.

The President may not want to be a dictator. He says he
does not want to be one; he even gets up at midnight to tell
it to the people, but then he really has been rather out-
spoken and decided in his views. He may not want to be
one but he will have all of the powers to be one should this
legislation pass. We have taken up a whole week debating
this bill that cannot help conditions and may cost the tax-
payers $3,000,000,000 a year for all time to come (according to
Congressman WoobproM, Democrat, Virginia) in taxes, be-
sides taking away their freedom to do and act as they see fit.
One whole week has been taken up with this legislation and
an absolute loss to the people of our Nation when thirteen
millions of our people are unemployed—“ill-housed, ill-fed,
and ill-clad.”

FROPAGANDA

It has been charged by proponents of this bill that the
letters and telegrams that we are receiving are propaganda.
The letters and telegrams I have received are mostly from my
district and many are from people I know. I want to quote
in part a very few of them. I quote:

Please keep us from further slavery and vote agalnst the

reorganization bill.
If you had been iIn Germany within the last few years you
would not hesitate.
Very truly yours,

.

This is not a ma.llc!ous letter. I voted for Mr. Roosevelt In
1932 and 1936. *
We have had enough reform. Recovery ahould come first.
Nero fiddled while Rome burned. I respectfully request
that you vote against the reorganization nm
Very sincerely,

* * * That word “purchased” gets my goat; yes, they were
purchased by the blood and misery of our forefathers.
Hold_ tc: the power that God and the America has given
ou.
. Blncexely.
A MosT DISGUSTED DEMOCRAT.
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The President’s nightshirt renouncement of dictatorship brings
to mind the famous quotation, “He who excuses himself, accuses
himself.”

Yours truly,

The sentiment against the reorganization bill 1s even more
bitter than was the opposition to the Court bill. * * * I hope
you can stand squarely against it. I have campaigned for the
Democratic ticket for 40 years.

Cordially yours,

I could go on with hundreds of letters from all political
parties; and from the hundreds of letters and telegrams that
I have received I have had just two favoring the legislation.

Abolishing the Comptroller's office is enough to make the
people sit up and think.

Now there is a check on expenditures, and the taxpayers’
money can only be expended according to law. This does
not please the President, and his way of spending has to be
curbed; therefore he wants to repeal the law and appoint a
man subject to him and removable at any time that he does
not do his bidding.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. LORD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp at this point and include
a few brief statements from my constituents.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PATMaAN]. :

HON. FREED M. VINSON

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I endorse everything that
has been said about my good friend and colleague the
Honorable Frep M. Vinson, of Kentucky. His leaving to
become the judge of a superior court of the United States
is a great loss to this House and to the country. We have
not always agreed, but as he told you this morning, our
differences were fought out in the open, with clean words,
by the use of fair and parliamentary tactics and procedure,
and when the fight was over, we were just as good or better
friends than we had ever been in the past.

FPOWERS UNDER BILL INSIGNIFICANT

If we read the Constitution of the United States and if we
read the laws passed by Congress and we determine the
powers already possessed by the Chief Executive of this Na-
tion, we shall discover that the powers granted in this bill
are very, very insignificant. The gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Lucel stated a while ago that it is not exactly
the power that is granted in this bill that is objected to, it is
the fact that many of the people do not want the Chief Execu-
tive to have any additional power. I have no quarrel with
those who oppose the President or oppose his policies; that is
their privilege.

NEWEPAFERS LEFT IMPRESSION IN 1836 LANDON SURE TO WIN

During the year 1936, if we had listened to the newspapers
of this country, we would have believed that Landon would
have been elected President instead of Franklin D. Roosevelt,
there was so much propaganda. Evidently much of the pro-
paganda that is coming into Congress today is inspired and
coming from the same political and selfish sources.

REPUBLICANS VOTING AS BLOC

The Republicans have said much about reorganization.
They are voting solidly, they are voting as a bloc, it has be-
come a partisan, political question.

DEMOCRATS SHOULD NOT HELP REPUBLICANS TAKE A SLAP AT THEIR OWN
PRESIDENT

They want to destroy this administration, they want to de-
stroy Mr. Roosevelt. If we were on that side possibly we
would take that position. I do not criticize them, but I do
criticize a Democrat who for no reason in the world votes
against the present administration, the administration that
brought us into power.

REPUBLICAN PLATFORM FOR SAME KIND OF BILL

Let me read the Republican platform of 1932, and I hope

the Republicans listen to this platform, I hope the minority
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leader, the gentleman from New York [Mr. Snerr]l, who has
a better New Deal record than many Democrats, I hope he
listens to this Republican platform of 1932. It confains this
statement:

Efficlency and economy demand reorganization of Government
bureaus. The problem is nonpartisan and must be so treated if it
is to be solved. As a result of years of study and personal contact
with conflicting activities and wasteful duplication of effort the
President is particularly fitted to direct measures to correct the

situation. We favor legislation by Congress which will give him
the required authority.

DEMOCRATS SHOULD BE BLAMED

That is what the Republicans said they believed, that they
were willing for Hoover to have that power. Notice they say
the problem is nonpartisan. I presume they mean when the
Republicans are in power. They, the Republicans, say the
President should be given the power to correct the situation.
Now, however, they are not willing for Mr. Roosevelt to have
it and are opposing this bill which would give it to him. I
am not blaming them, but I do blame a Democrat who votes
against this measure for no good, sound, logical reason. If a
Member has a reason that is convincing to his own mind, that
is for him to say and not for me to criticize, but I am unable
to detect such a reason. Many excuses are given, but excuses
are not reasons.

TUSELESS BUREAUS SHOULD BE ABOLISHED

_ I have read this bill carefully, and I cannot find a good,
logical, sound reason why any Democrat should vote against
it; in fact, practically every Democrat and Republican rep-
resenting the people in this Congress have gone before their
people and favored consolidating and abolishing all needless,
useless bureaus. Certainly this is an opportunity to make a
step in that direction. Are you going to vote against it just
because there are cries of “More Power!”? More power to
whom? You wanted to give more power to Hoover, but you
are not willing to give that same power to President Roose-
velt. The President has used his powers, I think, in a way
the Democratic leaders and the people generally consider
wise. We do not criticize him for misusing the powers that
he has; many of us have criticized him for failing to use
certain powers that he possessed, but never for abusing
DOWErSs,

NOT ONE DIRTY DIME TRACED ACROSS PALM OF ADMINISTRATION LEADERS

Let me invite your attention to this, Mr. Chairman, that
out of the billions.of dollars that have been spent by people
in this administration under the direction of Mr. Roosevelt
and Mr. Hopkins and Mr. Ickes, you have not been able to
trace one dirty, dishonest dime across the palm of any of
them. [Applause.] The Republicans cannot say that. No;
this administration has been honest with the people in
expending these large sums of money.

EXAMPLE OF DUFLICATION OF EFFORT

Let me give you an illustration of duplication of effort.
There are 25 divisions of this Government engaged in mak-
ing maps alone. Just making maps in different departments.
Do you not believe that somebody should have the power to
bring the map-making divisions together in one group? Why
have 25?

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION SHOULD NOT BE EXEMPT

If it were left to me, I would not exempt the Veterans’
Administration. It will not be against the veterans’ in-
terest to have them under a reorganization bill, and I want
to put myself down as opposed to exempting them. They
should not be exempted. They have duplication of effort
the same as the rest of the bureaus. They should be com=-
pelled to be efficient the same as other bureaus,

SHOULD PROTECT PRESIDENT AGAINST DETAIL WORK

The Democrats want to help the President, want to pro-
tect him, want to save him. He must confer with General
Hines about the Veterans’ Administration every week. He
has 20 different departments like that where every week he
must confer with the heads of these independent agencies.
So much of his time is taken up with details and with so
many minor items that I am sure it weakens him physi-
cally and deprives him of an opportunity to give his atten-
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tion to matters of greater importance. Occasionally I hear
a Member of Congress complain about not getting to see
the President about some problem he considers of impor-
tance. If detail work that is caused by all these independent
agencies are taken off him, he will have more time to give
Members of Congress.

If we want to save any President, whether it be Mr.
Hoover, Mr. Roosevelt, or anyone else, should we not be
willing to consolidate these agencies, 20 of them, under one
Cabinet officer, and let them clear through that one Cab-
inet officer? Then the President will talk to one man and
deal with one man who is in a responsible position rather
than take the time necessary to deal with 20, 40, 50, or 130
heads of various agencies.

REASONS WHY EBEILL SHOULD BE PASSED

There are many reasons for the passage of this bill. It
was advocated by the Republicans under Hoover. They
were perfectly willing to have it.

EDUCATION WITH RECLAMATION

Let us take, for instance, the Office of Education. Where is
it located? It is in the department that has to do with
‘public lands and forestry. It is in the Department of the
Interior, down with reclamation. The Office of Education is
down there with the Bureau of Reclamation, the Bureau of
Indian Affairs, and the department having to do with the
Alaska Railroad. Is that the place for the Office of Educa-
tion? No. Well, why should not the President have the
‘power, just as the Republicans advocated that the President
should have the power, to change the Office of Education over
to another department and coordinate it with other branches
of Government?

FOOD AND DRUG DEPARTMENT WITH DIVISIONS THAT ARE CONCERNED

WITH HORSES, HOGS, AND FERTILIZER

Let us consider the Bureau of Public Health, which is under
the Treasury Department, along with the minting of money
and the billions of dollars of gold bullion. The Children’s
Bureau is in the Department of Labor. The Food and Drug
Bureau is under the Department of Agriculture, that has to
do with horses, hogs, soil conservation, and fertilizer. May
I say, Mr. Chairman, that I can point out dozens of instances
‘where the bureau should be changed around, consolidated,
or coordinated in the interest of efficiency, as the Republicans
claimed, and in the interest of better government, and I
join with them in the statement that the President is the
best qualified man to coordinate the activities of this Govern-
ment. The Republicans were willing to give that power to
Hoover, but they are not willing to give that power to Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt.

DEMOCRACY IS ON TRIAL

This is an administration measure. I consider it such a
measure that if Democrats can possibly do so they should
support it. I think it is our duty to protect our party. De-
mcceracy is on trial. Do we want communism? Do we want
nazi-ism or fascism? No. We want democracy.

If we want democracy, are we willing for democracy to
function? We can only have democracy function through
an organized government. Are we an organized govern-
ment? Are we an organized party? If we are we should,
on these vital questions that are so important to our party,
to our President, and to our country, be loyal to our party
that is in power.

OUR FATHERS DID NOT INTEND TO LEAVE US A DUFPLICATING SYSTEM

One of my good friends said, speaking in opposition to this
hill:

I want to maintain the American system of Government given
to us by our fathers.

Our fathers did not intend to leave us a system of gov-
ernment that would have duplicating and overlapping agen-
cies and functions, which unnecessarily cost the taxpayers
enormous sums of money annually.

ROCK IN ONE END OF SACK, CORN IN OTHER. CANNOT CHANGE BECAUSE
FATHER STARTED IT

In regard to not changing anything that our fathers left

us, I am reminded of a story. A certain young man had

for 10 long years ridden a mule to the gristmill every Satur-
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day for the purpose of getting sufficient meal ground for the
next week to make the bread necessary for the large family
of which he was a membeer. The miller had observed
him coming to the mill in all kinds of weather, under all
kinds of conditions, over bad roads, through sleet, snow, and
rain and other unfavorable circumstances, always upon the
back of the mule, 52 weeks in the year. This miller, feeling
sorry for the young man, tried to convince him that it was
unnecessary for him to have one-half bushel of corn in one
end of the sack and a rock in the other end to balance it
upon the mule’s back; that instead, he could have a half
bushel of corn in each end of the sack and in that way, he
would have enough meal ground one Saturday to last his
family 2 weeks and he would only have to go to mill 26
times instead of 52 each year, which would save him
considerable time including hours waiting in line. This
young man did not seem to understand how he could carry
this corn without the rock to balance the sack on the mule’s
back. So the miller took the trouble to pour a bushel of
shelled corn in a sack, and tied the end of the sack, divided
it into half and balanced it upon the mule’s back and
tried to explain to the boy that it was absolutely unneces-
sary to carry the rock to balance the sack. The boy lis—
tened a long time, scratched his head and finally said, “I
have been carrying this corn to mill this way for 10 years,
as the oldest boy in the family. My father was the oldes¥
boy in the family and he carried the corn to the mill, using
the same rock that I am using. My grandfather did the
same thing and my great grandfather did the same thing'
using this same rock, and we always had meal in the bar—
rel, and since the system has worked out so good, I am.
afraid to change for fear we will not always have meal in
the barrel.”
‘WILL SAVE MONEY

About 25 different departments are making collections of
different kinds for the Government. It oftentimes hap-
pens that several people representing different branches
of the Government are sent to the same little town in
one of the 3,072 counties in the United States to per-
form different little services for our Government that one
of these reprecentatives could perform without the least
trouble or inconvenience and at a great saving to the tax-=
payers. If the President is authorized to consolidate and
coordinate such activities, it can be done quickly and the
people will be saved considerable money.

ACTION BY CONGRESS TOO CUMBERSOME

Congress cannot investigate such functions and properly
coordinate them because by the time the congressional in-
vestigation is over, the activities of the different depart-=
ments have been changed or Members of the investigating
committee have gone out of Congress and interest waned
or for many other reasons; therefore, the procedure by con-
gressional action is too slow and cumbersome. The Re-
publicans were absolutely right in their 1932 platform
when they stated that the President is particularly well
qualified to effect a reorganization of Government depart-
ments.

DEMOCRATS VOTED TO GIVE HOOVER SAME POWER

Democrats voted to give Mr. Hoover, the President of
the United States under the Republicans, this power. Many
Democrats are now voting to refuse to give the same power
to our own great President, Franklin D. Roosevelt. The
Republicans, for political reasons, have changed their minds
and are making an effort to change the minds of many
Democrats.

EILL GEEATLY MISEEFRESENTED

This bill has been greatly misrepresented. It is no sur=-
prise to me that Republicans do not want to give Mr.
Roosevelt any additional power for any purpose, but it is
surprising that Democrats will follow them in such a selfish
political purpose. There is no logical or sound reason,
unless political comes within such a category, why anyone
should vote against this bill. The most persistent oppo-=,
sition comes from Republicans and anti-Roosevelt Deme-|
ocrats.
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_ QUESTION OF NOT RUNNING OUT ON PRESIDENT, LEADERS, AND
DEMOCRATIC PARTY

This is not necessarily a question of standing by the Presi-
dent of the United States. It is a question of not running out
on him and the leaders of this House and the Democratic
Party by joining the inconsistent opposition forces of a solid
minority. The minority has a selfish ax to grind. They are
inducing many good Democrats to help them grind this
selfish ax.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 5
additional minutes.

ARE WE YIELDING POWER?

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, the statement has been
made here that we are yielding power. I want to make
this statement, and I hope the minority leader will listen, be-
cause I want him to challenge me on it if he believes I am
not making a correct statement.

Are we yielding power? Yes. We are giving the President
the power to prevent duplication of effort, the power to co-
ordinate these different activities of government, and the
power to promote efficiency.

THERE IS RECOURSE FORE CONGRESS IF POWER 1S5 ABUSED

He has never been accused of abusing the power that has
been entrusted to him. Suppose he should. Have we any
recourse? Yes, there is recourse. Every year this Congress
is called upon to make an appropriation for the next year.
The President cannot have a penny to spend unless this
Congress appropriates the money. Can we stop an appro-
priation for a bureau? Certainly we can. Can we stop an
appropriation for a department or for a particular item?
Certainly we can. It has been stopped before, and if the
President should abuse the power, it could be stopped again.
Is there anyone here who will deny we have this power if
this bill becomes a law? No. That is by a majority vote, too.

CONGRESS WILL HOLD FUESE STRINGS

We still hold the purse strings. Although we direct the
President to coordinate the activities of this Government,
we hold the purse strings, and say, “Mr. President, we re-
serve to ourselves the right to make appropriations for
these departments and you cannot spend a penny unless
this Congress gives it to you.” We will pass on everything
he has done when we make the appropriations.

PRESIDENT ALREADY HAS CONSIDERABLE POWER

What more power do you want than the power over the
purse, which we retain? In connection with the powers of
the President, suppose the question of pardons should come
up here? The Republicans would doubtless say, “What,
give the President the power to pardon all of these convicts,
including the power to pardon the 259 hardened criminals on
Alcatraz Island?” They would say “no.” Yet he does have
the power to pardon every convict in every penitentiary and
jail in America charged with a Federal offense and no one
would take such power away from him. He has never been
accused of abusing that power. He has the power over
money. He has a 2-billion-dollar stabilization fund, which
I have heard the Republicans say is at his disposal, and
not even a report to Congress is made. Has he abused
that power? He has the power to issue $3,000,000,000
in money if he desires. Has he abused that power? He has
the power to desterilize gold and the power to sterilize gold
if he wants to. Has he abused that power? He has the
power to devalue the gold dollar. Possibly he has not done
what you or I would do, but he has done what he believed to
be in the interest of the people of this Nation. He has many
other powers that make this small delegation of power sink
into insignificance.

THIS BILL IN INTEREST OF COUNTRY

I ask you, my friends, and I plead with you, to consider
this bill on its merits. It is a meritorious bill. It is in the
interest of the people. It is in the interest of Congress. It
will prevent duplication of effort. It will cause coordination
of the activities of our Government and it is in accordance
with the very platform of the party that is now voting
unanimously against it. [Applause.]
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Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may desire to the gentleman from Illinois, Mr. SABATH.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Massa=
chusetts [Mr. Treapway] states that he has received many
communications against the pending bill. Still other Mem-
bers have read here many letters and telegrams from cranks
and other misled people.

I have received, within the last 2 days, more than 60
telegrams and 200 letters which I hold here in my hand,
and which have come from people who originally asked me
to oppose the bill, but who now urge me to disregard their
former communications and to support and vote for the bill.

Mr. Chairman, regardless of what the gentleman from
Massachusetts said, from the very beginning I have been
satisfied that this has been a Republican and big interest
inspired and manufactured propaganda. So I had my secre=
taries check up with the telegrams received by other Mem-
bers and found that the identical telegrams which I had
received had also been received by each of the other Demo=
cratic Members.

It is perfectly apparent to me, ladies and gentlemen of
the House, that we have reached the time when congres-
sional action must be had to put to an end such outrageous
propaganda and lobby abuses as have been practiced during
the consideration of this reorganization bill. This politically
inspired propaganda oufrageously maligns the President
merely in order to misrepresent the reorganization bill.
ARTIFICIALLY INSPIRED FROPAGANDA HAS GROWN TO BECOME A GREAT

AND DANGEROUS INSTITUTION IN THIS COUNTRY

Mr. Chairman, though lobbying was practiced when I
first entered the House 32 years ago, I never dreamed it
would attain to the efficiency and arrogance to which the
membership has been subjected in the last 4 years. Some
years ago when the so-called institutes were organized, I
believed their formation was for legitimate purposes and no
one thought they would degenerate into conniving trade
bodies and as propagandists for special legislation and for
the dissemination of false publicity. The fact is that they
have, with few exceptions, degenerated into wholesale lobby
institutions to bring ridicule upon Congress and to defame
the fair name of the President and all those who are co-
operating with him in an honest and sincere effort to bring
about the enactment of needed legislative relief.

I thought that the propaganda against the Security Act
4 years ago had reached its limit, but I now realize that it
was only the beginning, as it afterward increased in ferocity
with the consideration of the holding-company bill on which
over $3,000,000 was expended by the power companies in
their opposition, as disclosed by a congressional investigation,
The peak, however, was not reached until their planned
opposition was leveled against the Court bill which, while
it failed of passage, accomplished its purpose and had a
wholesome effect in stopping the Supreme Court from un-
constitutionally usurping the power of Congress and assum-
ing the power to say what legislation shall remain effective,

Mr. Chairman, about 6 months ago, in the hopes of forc-
ing the repeal of the capital-gains tax and, if possible, the
excess-profits tax, and to prevent the passage of the wage
and hour bill, a still greater concentrated propaganda was
launched. To add force to this propaganda the Wall Street
gang and industrial leaders, whose 1936 and 1937 returns
disclosed even greater profits than in the banner days of
1928, in many instances willfully and deliberately restricted
their operations, thereby increasing the unemployment for
the purpose of instilling fear in the minds of the smaller
manufacturers in order to obtain their cooperation in the
propaganda for the repeal, as I have stated, of the capital-
gains and excess-profits tax,

And again, Mr. Chairman, within the last few weeks, the
opponents of the President, in the hope and belief that they
would bring about the defeat of the pending bill to reorgan-
ize and coordinate the many overlapping bureaus and depart-
ments to effect not only efficiency but economy, have fath-
ered every possible objection to its many provisions, grossly
misrepresenting and, in many instances, deliberately falsi-
fying the effect of the provisions. Not only have thousands
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of well-entrenched Government employees aided them but
the Republican press and the enemies of President Roosevelt
have endeavored, through the columnists, propagandists, pro-
fessional publicists, and professional lobby organizations, to
strangle this meritorious legislation. They are repeating
their unfair and unjust lobby opposition as they did against
security, holding, Court, capital-gains, and surplus excess-
profits tax, and wage and hour legislation. Though I con-
sider this propaganda the most vicious of them all, I am sure
they have overplayed it to such an extent as to make it
ridiculous.

Mr. Chairman, I know that each and every Democratic
Member, the same as myself, have received hundreds of
telegrams and thousands of letters. I took time last night
with my secretaries to sort and analyze these telegrams and
communications and I find that they emanate from similar
sources and only two of them from my district. One of
them from a manufacturer who worked his men, women,
and children employees in 1932 from 10 to 12 hours a day,
paying the women and children from $3 to $4 a week and
the men $6 a week. A great many of the letters and tele-
grams were from girls and women, no doubt employed by
propaganda and lobby establishments. Most of the other
letters and telegrams were from the so-called gold coast
and exclusive silk-stocking residential suburbs, like Evans-
ton, Wilmette, Winnetka, Lake Forest, and Hubbard Woods.
There are some from Riverside Drive and Park Avenue, New
York City, and a few from the Wall Street district, but
nowhere were they so abundant as from Peoria, Ill., the
home of the Canadian manufacturer of “new-age process”
hooch.

If I were a betting man, I would wager our former Re-
publican colleague, the manager of this Canadian-owned
institution, has footed the cost in the sending of most of
these telegrams. Among others which I have received is
one from N, Whitney, a name well known to me in my inves-
tigation of the stock exchange, and, by strange coincidence,
I received, almost simultaneously, a telegram from one Clar-
ence Sucker. Another was received from one Thomas Nutt,
of Evanston, and I actually believe he gave his true name,
In fact, there were many communications from that place.
I have one signed by Miss Catherine, Miss Helen, Miss Ade-

line, Miss Ollie, Miss Julia, and Miss Ann, all of the same

address in Chicago. They are fearful as to business and
the future of America. I note their telegram was sent
at 1:55 'a. m.

Kuhn is the Kuhn who is the representative of Mr. Hitler;
and if so, why is he fearful of dictatorship and afraid that
my vote on this ‘bill' will bring about the Hitler type of
government? i

Mr. Chairman, it is indeed queer that only in a few in-
stances have the senders of these letters and telegrams given
their addresses,
A FEW SAMPLES OF THE MANY COMMUNICATIONS RECEIVED FAVORING

THE REORGANIZATION BILL

I do not desire unnecessarily to encumber the Recorp with
the great volume of communications that I have received
within the last couple of days favoring this reorganization
legislation, and will therefore content myself with submitting
but a few samples. Among the many that I have here is a
telegram from Mrs. Anita McCormick Blaine, one of the out-
standing women of Chicago as well as one of the noblest
ladies in America, pleading for our favorable action on this
bill, and which reads as follows:

CHicago, Irv., April 5, 1938.
Hon. ApoLrH J. SABATH,
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.

My DeAR CONGRESSMAN SABATH: With the crying need of simpli-
fication and better organization of the mechanics of the Nation's
business, it will be too bad if the President's determination to

accomplish this act is lost through fear and the general effects of
fear of the word “dictator,” which could have no real foundation
among us.

This work has been talked of through many administrations, but
has hung fire without result.

One man now proposes to start what 535 have not and probably
could not do.
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I would strongly urge that you look at the fundamentals and
leave aside the externals and, safeguarding the bill, of course,
for the democratic process, that the Congress now make a start
on this vitally important work.

It would be always subject to modification and improvement as
time goes on.

Respectfully submitted.

ANTTA MCCORMICE BLAINE.

I also desire to include another telegram which only
within the last 10 minutes I received from Mr. P. A. Nash,
the Democratic national committeeman for Illincis, which
reads:

I urge you and all the other Democratic Members of the House
to work and vote for the reorganization bill, and to remain in
Washington until a vote is taken. In the meantime the organiza-
tion will protect. your political interests at home.

Also, I have been called on the long-distance telephone by
Mayor Edward J. Kelly of Chicago, who made the same
urgent request. Members will realize that because the Illi-
nois primaries, in which all of us stand for renomination, are
to be held next Tuesday, that it is but natural that we
should be glad to be in our respective home districts just at
this time. But we are here today, and shall remain here until
a vote is taken on this legislation which we consider so im-
portant not only to the people of our own State, but to the
entire Nation.

And here are a few additional letters, samples of those
received in the last few days from Chicago and elsewhere,
and which speak for themselves and do not require any

explanation from me:
426 Briar Prace, CHICAGO, ILL,
Hon. A. J. SABATH,

House Office Building, Washington, D. C.

DeAr CONGRESSMAN SABATH: The voters, including the writer,
are thinking for themselves. We don't need Father Coughlin.
Support our President’s reorganization bill by voting “yes” on this
important history-making step of the Democratic Party.

Sincerely yours,
J. H. LABzER.

Cmicaco, Itv., April 6, 1938.

JUDGE SABATH: Your Honor, we still belleve that President Roose-
velt is well able to finish the job and believe that you are behind
him 100 percent.

We believe the Constitution protects the small man as well
as the large one. Let our President know his enemies are not
the workers, but the higher-ups that don't want Americanism to
be -practical.

Respectfully yours,
Rev. C. A, Davis,
1620 Ruble Street, Chicago, IHl.

FEDERATION OF ARCHITECTS, ENGINEERS, CHEMISTS,
AND , AFFILIATED WITH THE CoMMIT-
m FOR INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATION,
Washington, D. C., April 4, 1938,
To all Congressmen:

HoworaBLE Sir: The Federation of Architects, Engineers, Chem-~
ists, and Technicians with a membership of 7,500, many of these
employed in Federal civil service, strongly urges that you vote for
the passage of S. 3331, the reo: tion bill now being considered
before the House. We ask that you duplicate the action of the
Senate in passing this bill so that it can be enacted into law,

The bill, we feel, would allow for greater eficiency and economy
in government, and would allow changes to be made which
would coincide with the needs of our times, No barrier should
be placed in the way of these reforms which would enable us to
cope with the pressing problems of the day.

Again may we our hope that you will take favorable
action when the final vote on this bill comes before the House,

Very sincerely yours,
MirToNn FISCHER,
Legislative Representative.

CENTRALIA, TLL., April 3, 1938.
Hon. AvorrH J. SABATH,

Member of Congress, House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear Mg. SasatH: Whether our form of government shall
long endure depends on whether it can adjust itself to the
rapidly changing times and function efficiently, justly, honestly,
and for the benefit of the whole people. Personally, I believe that
democracy is the best form of government and that it can be
efficient and scientific without being dictatorial. Selfish interests
both from within and from without do not want efficiency in the
Government services because they profit on the spoils and at the
expense of the people of an inefficiently functioning government.
An efficiently functioning government serves the people best.
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The administration’s reorganization bill now before the Con-
gress is an attempt in the right direction. Support it. Remem-
ber that efficiency in the Government service and scientific man-
agement of the executive departments are not synonymous with
dictatorship, nor can they lead to it, but to a better Govern-
ment of, by, and for all the people.

Remember, too, it is always in the people’s power to elect the
right kind of an American for the Presidency. Why not be
watching out for that, and be seeing to it that the executive
departments be so organized that the President can work and
the people be served properly? At the present time the Presi-
dent’s own departments hinder him. They are sufficlent to
themselves and are very grave liabilities to the Nation. Please
support with all your might the administration’s reorganization
bill now before the House.

sl H. P. K. AGERSBORG.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. KLEBERG].

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Chairman, I take this brief time to
call your attention to one phase which has escaped both the
discussion in the United States Senate, where this bill or a
similar one was considered, and the debate here in the
House, where the House bill is now under consideration. A
number of matters have been brought into the general debate
which I seriously feel to have been out of place, out of order,
and confusing. The matter of partisanship, after having
been injected many, many times throughout the debate, was
again brought into the debate by my distinguished colleague
the gentleman from Texas [Mr, Patman], a dear friend of
mine, whom I esteem as I do many others who have discussed
this bill with an attitude of partisanship. The principal ob-
jection I have to the consideration of this bill, from my stand-
point as a humble Representative in 'the Congress of the
United States, is the confusion and the heat with which this
great deliberative body is called upon fo come to a decision
which may have portentious results far beyond the imagina-
tion or best thought yet expressed in this body.

Mr. Chairman, Republicans, Farmer-Laborites, Progres-
sives, Communists if they come to the Congress of the United
States, Socialists if they come to the Congress, or members
of whatever other political persuasion come fo the Congress
of the United States, take the same oath of office to uphold
the Constitution of the United States, and there have been
150 years of indications of what that Constitution stands for.
It seems to me partisanship and every other conflicting
thing which might add confusion to the final reaching of a
decision as portentious or momentous as this decision should
be left out if consideration is to result in sound conclusion.

Another matter has been injected into this discussion.
Accusations are hurled here and there and everywhere that
one who speaks against this bill is attempting to destroy the
Democratic Party and the present administration. Every-
thing is based on the idea that when a man speaks against
this bill he does so because of a definite lack of confidence in
the present Chief Executive.

Let me read & statement on confidence that I think may be
apropos at this time. The average e¢itizen may say his con-
fidence in the man of his choice, his elected Representative,
is his protection, but in the famous Eentucky Resolutions,
participated in by Thomas Jefferson, appears this statement
by Thomas Jefferson on confidence:

It would be a dangerous delusion were a confidence in the men
of our cholce to silence our fears for the safety of our rights.
Confidence is everywhere the parent of despotism; free government
is founded in jealousy; not in confidence. It is jealously and not
confidence which bes limited constitutions, to bind down
those whom we are obliged to trust with power. Our Constitution
has, accordingly, fixed the limits to which, and no further, our
confidence may go. - In questions of power, then, let no more be

heard of confidence in man, but bind him down from mischief
by the chains of the Constitution. 4

This guotation is from the Kentucky Resolutions, Ford
Edition, volume 7, page 395 (1798).

The fundamental verity thus stated by Thomas Jefferson,
who some folks say was a Democrat, is truer today in this
momentous hour, I venture to say, than it was when he gave
utterance to it in that period. At that time the American
people had recently gained the right to function under a
Constitution which, I repeat. for 150 years by its interpreta-
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tion by both Republicans and Democrats established in this
country a representative democracy.

There is a great difference between a pure democracy and
a pure representative government. In the case of a pure
democracy all questions would be left to the people, who
would be called upon to decide upon such questions them-
selves by referenda or otherwise,

The best example of a pure representative government,
without a written constitution, is the English Government,
But the founding fathers of this country conceived it to
be in the best interest of the governed people that our
Government should consist of the best policies and prin-
ciples found in both representative and pure democratic
government. If we are to continue as we have up until
this suggestion and the suggestion made on another occasion
at the beginning of an emergency which has been much dis-
cussed here, the suggestion of President Hoover, if we are
to continue to have a representative democracy, we had
better beware of the omens of a change by which such a
government might be converted, through carelessness, lack
of vigilance, and lack of attention to the fundamental ver-
ity I quoted from Thomas Jefferson, to an entirely different
type of government.

Various Members have talked about dictatorships. Some
have talked about this, that, and the other proposition. I
have no fear of the thought of dictatorship being in the
mind of the present President of the United States or the
minds of those who favor this bill or oppose it, but I do
have a fear of fixing upon the Congress of the United States
by permanent legislation a situation by which we will have
established an executive bureaucracy which, in my candid
opinion, has more vicious future potentialities than the dic-
tatorships which have heretofore been discussed on the floor
of the House., Witness the situation as regards the provi-
sion in this bill with reference to the Comptroller General.
The appointment of that gentleman and his tenure of office
are entirely within the power of the Executive.

Time will not permit a careful and detailed discussion of
the bill, which I have read carefully. The greatest shock I
bhad during the entire afternoon of debate was to find my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Somuers], following a masterful presentation of true facts in
a dispassionate way, reaching the conclusion that as clever
a piece of legislative legerdemain as is contained in this bill
could be amended properly on the floor of the House, in the
atmosphere that has permeated this debate, and that the
American people could be expected to be served efficiently by
such a process or procedure.

I have the most profound admiration for him as a states-
man and as & man. My friendship for him is equally as
deep. So, I repeat, it came as a shock to me to find him of
the opinion that this bill could be amended into a measure
that would conform in the end to the true principles of our
kind of government.

" This bill is permeated with language which permits vari-
ous constructions. It is shot through with the fine hand-
writing of experts in the art of evading explicit and concise
meaning, Under the most careful reading in the House, and
amendment during same, I conceive it to be impossible to
make of it other than a hopeless hodgepodge.

Befter far to do the job all over from a proper start to
a sound conclusion.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, when the time comes tomorrow,
if a motion is presented by the gentleman from New York
to make a constructive amendment te this particular admin-
istrative proposal, I shall vote for the motion to strike out
the enacting clause, and it will be my pleasure to vote for
a resolution empowering the present reorganization commit-
tee to act for this House in bringing forward a bill whereby
the Congress could act on each and every provision thereof
and have that bill come up, if it is desired, by having the
President of the United States send recommendations piece-
meal as to reorganization of the Government by congres-
sional action.

[Here the gavel fell.]
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Mr. TABER, Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 2 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. KLEBERG. The thing I object to in this bill—and I
want to make myself clear—is, first of all, the very patent
change from a representative democracy to what could be
nothing other than executive bureaucracy; and, lastly, I want
you Members to think of these seven thoughts that have
occurred to me in connection with this bill:

First. Does Congress have the right to pass on all changes
affecting the varicus departments and bureaus?

Second. Should Congress control the right, and keep it,
to control the purse strings, which right it would lose, in my
opinion, under the comptroller clause of the bill?

Third. Congress should give serious thought to the sugges-
tion that a one-man civil-service head is better than a
three-man Commission.

Fourth. The fixation of a permanent relief policy—an
admission that under representative democracy this Govern-
ment cannot function unless it has a permanent agency to
take care of the distressed who are denied equality of oppor-
tunity which, under the Constitution, we are supposed to
give them,

Fifth. In that same department of welfare, which I men-
tioned with reference to the relief policy, I find a situation
suggestive of the theory that the States have outlived their
usefulness in taking care of local problems, a doctrine to
which I will not subscribe.

S:xth. What is the psychology of this present bill in the

face of the present recession?

I want you Members to think of these questions, and the
last question is, when you get right down fo brass tacks,
What could be done with these powers under a different,
future President unknown to us, operating under this as
permanent law?

We have the sworn duty to keep such powers as we have
under the Constitution, and I repeat that we, the Congress,
have not the right to surrender these rights in the interest
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of those whom we represent and in the interest of the tra-
ditions and institutions represented by that flag, the Stars
and Stripes. [Applause.]

Looking back to the meeting of Congress in 1931 in Decem-~

‘ber, when I took the oath which should bind us all, I can

see mistakes of the Congress during the period since then
in which I participated. I state it as my considered judg-
ment that I am in full accord with the remarks of our dis-
tinguished colleague and my learned friend, Mr. SUMNERS,
up to that point where he reasoned against the motion of
the able gentleman, my friend from New York, to strike out
the enacting clause.

In all fairness the Congress cannot be held blameless for
the condition which now confronts us. Under the lash of
emergency since March 1933 Congress has delegated broad
powers to the Executive, which is responsible for the increase
in overlapping and possible need for thorough revision and
reorganization of Government agencies, and so forth.

The President’s authority as head of the executive and
administrative branch has been expanded far beyond consti=-
tutional contemplation, providing for three coordinate
branches of government. Lawmaking by E=xecutive order
and by administrative regulation has been countenanced to
an unprecedented and most unbelievable degree.

Facts regarding Executive orders issued under the present
administration for a given period are:

First. Executive orders issued between March 1933 and
July 1935, around 1,250,

Second. Administrative orders by cfficials under authority
of Executive orders in this period run into thousands.

Third. Many Executive and administrative orders have
the force of law and many are punishable by fine and even
imprisonment.

Fourth. The attached tabulation shows many new agencies
and additional branches of existing agencies and depart-
ments which have been created by Executive order. Con-
gress should ponder over this list without having to be told
so to do by the executive head of our Government,.

Certain Federal agencies created since Mar. 4, 1933 (original purposes and functions, and other information)

New agency Authority

Agency replaced

Origina Jpurpose Original functions

Farm Credit Adminis- | Agricultural Adjustment Act (48

tration (created Mar. Stat. 51). Farm Credit Acts of

&, 1933, Executive 1933, 1935, 1937 and amendments

Order No. 6084). (48 Stat. 257, 1263, 49 Btat. 31 rder 6084)
1912, and 50 Stat. 717). Fede
Farm Mortgage Cor) tion
Act (48 Stat. 344). Public Act

No. 11, Feb. 20, 1935 (40 Stat.
28). Executive Orders 7126,
6440, and 6084. Public Act No.
644, June 4, 1936 (49 Stat. 1461).
Public Act No. 3, Jan. 20, 1837
(50 Btat. 5).

Federal Farm - Board (
June 15, 1929, 46 Btat. 11, re-
laced Mar. 27, 1933, Executive

created | “* * * To provide a complete
and coordinated credit s:-stem

el A lonnstotarmemsnduoopemuvn--
r agriculture

marketing . and . purchas!
ganizations and provides s orli-
term credit for local production-
credit tions.

Agricultural Adjustment | Agricultural Adjustment Act and | None “Torelievethe * * * national | Carries out an agrienltural-produe-
Ad:minlstmtlon (creat- amendments (48 Stat. 31, 528, emergency by increasing agricul- tion-contract program borrowing
ed May 12, 1933, 48 670, 073, 1058, 1223, 1241; 40 Stat. tural purchasing power, to raise money on commodities nnder
Btat. 31).! 45, '981, 750, 801, 1151, 1539, 1925; revenue * * * to provide lien to the Govamment, maH;:f

and 50 Stat. 246) National Indus- mner l;o agrlcu]tnm] indebted- option contracts with

trial Recovery Act (48 Stat. 109). provi Amie tural producers, providjng rental
Public Act No. 86, Jan. 25, 1934 llqu{d.ation u! icint-atoek land or benefit payments, ete.;

(48 Stat. 337). Cotton Control marketing agreements and issues
Aet and amendments (48 Stat. licenses for the handling of such
508, 911, 1184; and 40 Stat, 570). commodities; levies and collects
Executive Orders 6860, 6440, and ocessing taxes; issues farm-loan
7260. Tobacco Control Act (48 onds: refinances farm mort-
Btat. 1280). Executive Orders gnges ‘and makes loans to farmers
6182, 0207, 6345, 6551, 6704, and d fruit growers, and to joint-
7174, Repeal of Tobacco, Cot- ock land banks for the orderly
ﬁgﬁ slrll% " otato Acts (49 Stat. i liquidation of such institutions.

Federal Emergency Re- | Federal Emergency Reliel Act of | None. “Tg provide for cooperation * ® * | Contrels State administration of
lief Administration 1933 (48 Stat, 56). Emergency with the several States * * * the provisions of the Federal

Rellef and Construetion Act of
1032 and amendments (47 Btat.
709 and 48 Stat, 351). Execn-
tive Orders Nos. 0442, 6603, 6639,
6709, 6735, T174, 6420-B, 6440,
6883, 7028, and 7034, Emer-
gency Relief A pro riation Acts
ol’ 1?3-5 and 1 49 Stat. 115,

(created May 12, 1
48 Stat. 56).

in relisving the hardship cansed

Emergency Relief Act, 1933 (ls
by unemployment * * *,eto.

Stat. 55), conduocting studies or
investigalions on the problem of
unemployment mliel' and mak-
ing grants to the States for relief
purposes,

[Footnotes at end of table]
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New agency

Authority

Agency replaced

Original purposs

Original functiona

Federal Emergency Ad-

ufcl{uhlie

‘Works (created June 18,
1833 (48 Stat. 200)).

National Ad-

Recovery %

June 16, 1933, 48 Stat.
195).%

Puerto Rico Reconstrue-
tion Admlnisnntian
created May 1935.
ve Order 7067).

National Act
(48 Stat. 200). Executive Orders
Nos. 6160, 6174, 6198, 6221, 6251,
6252, 6470, 6637, m 7056,

B‘J"?'Iml.

on Acts of

INEandl (EM
OrdnmNm.?lm. 7174,
T84T, dminis-

Public Works A
tration Extension Aet of 1037 (50
Btat. 357).

6637, 6632, 6771, 6560, 6859, G88BA,,
6093

0. 845, June 29, 1936 (49

Emergency Relief Appropriation
Acts of 1985 and lﬂ?imﬂﬂ Stat.
115, 1608). Executive Orders
%&, 7304, 7206 %' wm?’ Fﬁ%
7125, 7164 (5), and 7226,

E%t!m Orders 7057, 7180, and

Federal Otvil Works Administra-
tion (created Nov. 9, 1933, Ex-
ecutive Order No., 6420B).2

None.

“To reduce unem t and
ploymen

purchalm power
fal pablic works "

of use-

“To age national industrial

Nonea

recovery, to foster fair competi-
tion, and to provide for the con-
struction of certain useful public
works * * * ",ele

e @ @ .dminﬂu LI
resettlement of dasﬂtutoorlm
hmomed families initi-

admjum 8 program
e oith respect to soil

, stream poll Bea-
coastemsion ele, * * " tp
* the purchase

and pecessary
“ulpmm . L] .”

#“s * * {5 move Imm \‘.he relief
rolls to work on
lic works projects or tn
employment the xmm.m
number of pemona in the short-
est time possible

“To initiate, Iormulsbe. adminis-
ter, and supervise a pmg'rnm of
ap roved pro| mr provi

Iiatu:l wor. 10 m

creasing  employm
Puerto l?»lw.E

[Footnotes at end of table}

provement of rivers and
md provides for Iuw«:ostm
and slum clearance and the con-

stmctk;n of naval vessels and air-

(The President) May prescribe
eonditions and approve or asub-
lish eodes of fair competition for
trade or industrial associations or
groups; may inves tl

rtation J

may prescribe a limited Ma ul
fixing maximum hours of labor,
minimum rates of pay, and other
conditions of employment in a

oil pipelines, to fix
E‘g’. and to prevent monopoly

bit the

terstate or foreign commerce of
oll or oil produets in excess of tha
amount permitted by State law
:{a mhﬁon; mi create a m

mergency Administra

of Public Works to a
program of public works and to
earry out the d make
States and

other pubﬁrmbodiw for publie
works ts; may make grants
to Btate hway departme:‘t;

vements upon real property;
m property exchanged for
and _certificates of
eh.lms under the National Hous-
% Act,l provides for the estab-
of national mortgage
Immtgtgg to purchase i.sm:ud sall
es and
bonds, etc.; and SUrveys
to guide the development of
housing and the crestion of a
sound mortgage market.
Administers rural rehabilitation,
soil and seacoast erosion, stream
pollution, reforestation, flood
control, and other useful projects;
makes leans to farmers to finance
the of land and equip-
formulates land-use pro-
srams, and est.sbllshas furasts.

g and recreatio
and wﬂdltfatsprewves for la.mi
of useful work

immovnm
program
ects to provide employment
g;ﬁunem ployed on relief.

Bame as Works Progress Adminis-
tration.
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New agency

Authority

Agency replaced

Original purpose

Original functions

National Youth Admin-
istration (created June
28, 1935, zecutive

Order 7056).

Rural Electrification Ad-
ministration _ (created
May 11, 1935, Exccutive
Order 7037)

Federal Aleohol Adminis-
tration (created Aug. 29,
1935, 49 Stat. 977).

Emergency Relief Appropriation
Acts of 1935, 1938, and 1937 (49
Btat. 115, 1608 and 50 Stat. 353).
Executive Orders Nos. 7123,
7096, 7101, 7164, 7319, and 7086.

Emergency Rellef Appropriation
Act of 1935 (49 Stat. 115). Exec-
utive Orders Nos. 7037, 7130,
7107, and 7458. Rural Electrifi-
cation Act of 1036 (40 Stat. 1363).

Federal Aleohol Administration
Act (49 Btat. 977), Liguor Tax
Adm i:mtratinn Act (49 Stat.

1964). Execative Orders Nos.

6474, 6576, 6683, 6778, and 6829,

None.

None.

Federal Aleohol Control Adminis-
tration (created by Executive
Order 6474, Dec. 4, 1933; re
Aug. 29, 1935, 40 Stat. 987).

“To initiate and administer a pro-
of approved projects * * *

or person.! between the ages of
16 and 25 yeats ¢ * * whoare
no * longer in school
oAb nndwhomnut bk
in remunerative employment.”

“To initiate, formulate, adminis-
ter, and supervise a program of
approved projects with respect

eration, transmission,

Iu:d I.'I bution ul’ electric

“To further protect the revenue
derived from distilled spirit:
ete.; to regulate interstate a
foreign commerce and enforce
the postal laws with respect
thereto; to enforce tha twenty-

Provides funds for the part-time
employment of needy students
between the ages of 16 to 24, and
of out-of-school youth between
the ages of 18 to 24; and provides
vocational training within an
apprentice training program for
use in connection with certain
trades,

Makes loans for the construction
of rural electric distribution sys-
tems; finances the wiring of the
premises of persons in areas
and the acquisition and installa-
tion of elentﬂcal and plnmbin

carries nut a 10-year
according to the act of
1936 (40 Stat. 1363).
Issues business
impartution.

Jeram
y 20,

mits for the
kg e in int.emtste or
mant=

tctuire of distilied splrlts wine,
or malt beverages; regulates the
la andling, advertising,
and dislrlbuti.on of the above;

first amendment, .y
and takes steps to vent
mmpol{ wlthin the industry.
Prison Industries Reor- | Emergency Relief Appropriation | None “In  ecoc ti with * * * | Develops, in cooperation with the
ganization Administra- Acts of 1935 and 1937 (49 Stat. the several States * * * to States, programs ol reorganiza-
tion (created 28, 115 and 50 Stat. 353). Execu- conduct surveys * * *® tion and mphmnins of their
1035, Executive Order tive Orders Nos. 7194, 7202, and the * * * pctivities earﬁed recommends to
s 7640, on by the several penal and cor- the dent the making of loans
rectional !nstiwtmns of the or grants to the Btate for effectu-
States * * *to * ‘hr- m,mm
mulate * * * pmgmm vms their a tration.
projects with res; to mp].an-
ning and reorganizing the exist-
ing prison industries sys-
AT and to * & ¥
provide an adequate and hu-
mane s:?swm of rehabilita-
“on - - .
BOARDS
Central Statistical Board | National Industrial Recovery Act | None. “s * * to formulate standards Invu‘t and makes recoms-
created Jul 2!’. 1933, 48 Stat. 195), Executive Or- for and to effect coordination of tions with respect to sta-
xecutive No. ers Nos. 6700, 6718, 7003, the statistical services of the tlstlcn] work carried on by the
6225, and Iuly 25, 1933, 7076, and 7278, Public Act No. Government * * * l?edersl Government; plans and
49 Stat, 498). 219, iu.ly 25, 1935 (49 Stat, 498). the

Natlonal Resources Board
see National Resources
‘ommitiee)  (created
June 30, 1934, Executive
Orxder 6777).

National Raflroad Ad-
Justment Board (creat-
ed June 21, 1034, 48
Stat. 1189).

Natlonal Mediation
Board (created June
21, 1934, 48 Stat. 1193).

Raﬂroad Retirement
oard (created June 27,

mu,- Stat. 1287, and
’A?ng. 29, 1935, 49 Stat.

Natlonal Labor Relations
Board (created July 5,
1635, 49 Stat, 451).

Executive Orders Nos. 6777, and
T085.

Railway Labor Act 1928,
amended as follows: Nationai
Railroad Adjustment Board (48
Stat. 1180), FExecutive Orders

6892, and 7005,

Railway Labor Act of 191:]
amended as follows: Nation
Mediation Board (48 Stat. 1183,

and 49 Stat, 1180),

Railroad Retirement Act

Stat. 970, 1097
Executive O o At T30

National Industrial Recovery Act
and amendments (48 Stat. 195,
1183). Executive ers Nos.
6763, 6858, 6005, 7074, 7090, and
7121. National Labor Relations
Act (49 Stat, 451).

National Planning Board of the
Federal Emergency Adminis-
tration of Public Works, created
Ju]y 20 1933 b¥ ad.minl.smuw

30, 1934, b;
Exacuuve Order No. 6777; ani
the Committee on Nntinmd
Land Problems, created
28, 1034, by Executive 0 er
No. 6693, replaced June 30, 1934,

by Executive Order No. 6777.
ne

Board of Mediation (created May
20, 1928, 44 Btat. 579, l'gglaﬁd
June 21, 1934, 48 Stat. 1103). -

Railroad Retirement Board
ggsst?d June 27, 1034, 48 Stat.

National Industrial Labor Board
5’.33? 48 Stat. 1183, and 49 Stat.

“® * * to preparc and present
to the President a program and
plan of procedure dealing with
the physical, social, governmen-

and economic aspects of
public policies for the develop-
ment and use of land, water,

and other national resources
- - l."

ue = = iphave urisdlct!onom
dlsptlztes involvi : s an
co or group of employees
ntl’s{mﬂa%rrom’:ﬂm . .,

concerning rates of pay, mles1 or
working conditions *
To mediate “* * * g dJspuzo
betwwn an employer or group
Plnwes and 8 carrier
* in certain cases “* * *
cunmnlng changes in rates or
puy. rulea, or working condi-

“Tu provida a mtlrement systam
for railroad employees, to Fm-
vtde unomploymut re

L . " etc.

“To dlminish the causes of labor
utes o obstructing

L B
.

[Footnotes at end of table]

Opera-
tion of agencies engaged in statis- |
Statistical Inaniios prapossd by

ical ingniries pro ¥

Federal les, and serves as a

clearing h whiah

the st.ntistmal n.ctlvitus of one

nfaner can be brought to the
tention of others,

Bee functions of National Re-
sources Committee,

Recelves petitions concerning dis-
putes, conducts and
makes awards in the solution of
disputes according to the provi-
sion of tho Rallway Labor Act, as
amended. (See 48 Stat. 1185.)

tes, and failing, at-

tempts to induce the disputants
to submit to arbitration; and
keeps on file nmpioytr-employu
contracts of common carriers, eto,

Takes steps to enforce ths pay.
ments and obligations required
under the Railroad Retirement
Act (40 Stat. 970); requires such
advances upon the paymsnts of
CArriers as nNecessary t the
act into Dmratlon' eompi dat'a
;nd at intnrvs]s o not mm

to d terml it
el ne snm:l y pa;
ete.; and requires m
umplomtal‘m'niahthe informa-~
tion and records necessary.
Issues u:nsa-and-dasist ordm‘ibf;
@ pecified unfai
%’rgtil:m iil interstate and foreign
oommerc?. gﬁitdias t]?pon the
organization or the pur?mo
of collective bargaining; certifies
em loyee re rmntativm or A
ertains their names by
ballot. and conducts hearings,
investigations,
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New agency

Authority

Agency replaced

Original purpose

Orliginal functions

Boclal Becurity Board
s:grmatad Aug 14, 1035,
Stat. 536)

Bocial Becurity Act (49 Stat 635).
Executive Order 7360

Nona.

“To provide a ssrstam of Federal
old-age benefits o toen-
able the several St.m-es bo make
more adequate provision [or

aged persons, blind persons, de-
pendent and crliﬁ)led children,
maternal and child welfare, pub-
lic health, and the administra-
tion "of their unamployment
compensation laws," ete.

Determines policy under the Social
Becurity Act; approves State
Hare plans; lﬁﬂﬂgx !to the
reasury grants-in or @
proved plans and Federal old-
age-beneflt payments to ind!vid-
uals; and conducts studies to dis-
ulwar thia most effective methods
:':L pm}rl ding alconom!e security

COMMISSIONS

Becurities and Exchange
Commission (created
June 6, 1934, 48 Stat.

Federal Communications
Commission (created
June 10, 1934, 48 Stat.
1064).

National Bituminous
Coal Commission (cre-
ated Ang. 30, 1035, 40
Stat. 992,5 and Apr. 26,
1937, 50 Stat. 72).

United States Maritime
Commission (created
June 20, 1936, 40 Btat.
1985)

Becurities Exchange Act of 1934
and amendments (48 Stat. 881,
and 49 Stat. 1375), Publie Utility
Act of 1935 (49 Stat. 806). Exec-
utive Order 6880A.

Communications Act of 1934 and
ameéndments (48 Stat. 10, 64,
40 Stat. 1099, 1475, and 50 Stat.
56, 189). blic Res. No. 8,
Mar. 15, 1835 (49 Stat. 43). Ex-
ecutive Order 6779, 6889A.

Bituminous Coal Conservation
Act of 1935 (46 Stat. 991). Bi-
tuminous Coal Act of 1837 (50
Btat. 72).

Merchant Marine Act of 1936 (40
Stat. 1935, and 50 Stat, 57,750,
g:lmﬂ)i Execative Order No.

None.

Federal Radio Commission (cre
ated Feb. 23, 1827, 44 Stat. 1162,
ﬁ&l?ced June 19, 1934, 48 Stat,

National Bituminous Coal Com-
mission (created Aug. 30, 1935,
49 Stat. 992).0

United States Shipping Board

ant Fleet Corporation

(creat.ed Feb. 11, 1927, 44 Stat.

1083, dissolved June 29, 1036, 49
Btat. 1987.

“To provide for the reguiation of
securities exchanges * * op-
erating in interstate and foreign
commerce * to prevent
inequitable and unfair prac-
t'm L l ¥ ew

“To pmvids for the regulation of
interstate and foreign communi-
uéé'.ions by wire orradio * * *
ete,

“To stabilize the bltnminous coal
mining industry

““To further the development and
maintenance of an adequate
and well-balanced erican
merchant marine * * *,"ete.

Bupervises the registration of se-
curity issues and the suppression
of fraundulent practices; and reg-
ulates transactions and tmdnlgg
in outstanding securities,
public utility bol.d.mg companies,

nires common carriers to sub-
nut for ngllc inspection sched-
ules of charges {or interstate and
foreign wire or radio commu-
nication; conducts hearings and
prescribes charges, regulations,
ete., to be followed by carriers:
Issnes certificates of authoriza-
tion for line extensions and li-
censes for radio communication
or tho transmission of energy;
g:era]]y regulates and su-
radio stations, granti:g

permlts for the constru

new stations, ete.

Formulates and enforces a bitumi-
nous coal code; es tab]jsbas mini-
mum and m um prices; con-
ducts research on the bituminous
coal industry and provides statis-
“ie?:h da;l; for the admini.m'atlﬁ
of the act; requires producers
conform to certain
supervises the markaztng of ml
by voluntary cooperative associ-
ations of producers; and gener-
ally promotes and regulates
interstate commerce in bitumi-
nous coel.

Pm;ects, cooperation with the

Depart.ment. a long- mng;-

additlons w f.he American mer-
chant fleet and for its adaptation
to national defense requirements;
investigates and on a
wide wariety of subjects con-
cerned with the mwi can mer-

the
building and sale of wvessels,
finances the reconditioning or
reconstruction of vessels in cer-
tain cases; and carries out the.
pmv:sjuns of the act of June 29,
1636 (40 Stat. 1085).

Tennessee  Valley An-
thority (created May
18, 1933, 48 Stat. 58),

National Archives (cre-
ated June 19, 1934, 48
Btat. 1122).

Tennessee Valley Authority Act
of 1933 and amendments (48
Stat. 58, and 40 Stat. 5087, 1075).
Executive Orders Nos. 6161,
6162, 6440, and 6880-A.

National Archives Act and d

ments (48 Btat. 1122, and 49
Stat. 1821). Federal Register
Act (40 Btat. 500). Executive
Order No. 7208,

“To improve * * ¢ t.he’l‘an
nessee River; * * ¢
for reforestation aud t-he _pr?'

agricultural and mdustrh! de-
velopment * * * national
defense by * * * the opera-
tion of Government ies
at .an_d" near M oals

“To establish a National Ar-
chives * * *'  etc, for
“¢ % * garchives or records
belonging to the Government
of the Unlr.ed States (legislal é tive,
executive, and judicial) * * '"

[Footnotes at end of table]

Maintains and operaias the Gov-
ernment properties at Muscle
Bhoals; constructs dams to pro-
vide naviznl.!on conr.ml ﬂmd.s
and produce o‘fo
with the pr uaiun, ete., of m—
tilizers; and surveys

n, otion |
and mrdmx]:.inun of industry ond |
iver watershed.

Inspects the records of

mental agencies and
for transfers to the custody of the
National Archives those records
ete. tained in the el of
terial defined by the National
Archives ,Cout%clﬁomakw a:{ s::lli

nual report
accessions; and mﬂu regula-
tions for the t, cus-
wal of the

todé, v‘::' and wil
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New agency Authority Agency replaced Original purpose Original functions

Civilian Conservation | Executive Orders Nos. 6126, 6147, | None 7.
Corps (ereated June 23, 6160, 6208, 6684, 6724, 6766,
1937, 50 Btat. 319). 6787, ﬁDllJ.}B 7020, "034 T044, T060,
7070, 7083, ?151 71.5?. ?153—A
7190, 7334, 7195, and 7223. Emer-
geney Relief Appropriation Act
of 1935 (40 Stat. 115). Public,
No. 82, May 29, 1935 (49 Stat.
811). Civilian Conservation
Corps Act (50 Stat. 319).
National Emergency | Executive Orders Nos. 6202-A,
Counell (crea Nov. 6433-A, 6770, 6360, 6830-A, 6513,
17, 1833, Execucive 7065, 7003, 7120, and 7034. Emer-
Order 6433-A). gency Reliel Appropriation Act
of 1935 (40 Stat. 1[5) E:eculwn
Orders Nos. 7649,
Public Resofution No. 4 -ﬂ, June
20, 1937 (50 Stat. 353).

orders opposite.)

National Resources Com- | Executive Order No. 7085. Emer- | National Resources Board (cre-

ated June 30, 1934 by Executive
Order 68777, replaced
Executive Order 7065).

mittee (formerly Na- gency Relief Apfruprjstion Act
tional Resources Board, of 1935 (49 Stat.

created June 7, 19035,
Executive Order 7065).

“s » » yolunteer field
cles * * *” (Ses Executive

June 7, 1935,

“For the purpose of providing em- | Carries out projects of public in.
ployment, as well as vocational terest such as the protection
g; for youthful citizens restoration, utilization, an
o *, for war veterans and maintenince of natural re-
Indians, through the perform- sources, the prevention and con-
ance of useful public work in trol of forest fires, forest-tree pests
connection with the conserva- an iseases, soil erosion and
tion and development of the floods, ete.
natural resources of the United
Btates * * *»
agen- | “* * * f{or the purpose of coor- | Provides for the orderly presenta-
dinating and making more effi- tion of business to the President;
cient and productive the work coordinates interagency prob-
of the numerous field agencies lems of o tion and activity
AT in% of Federal agencies; cooperates
intoeffect ®* * * the National

: with any Fi 1 agency in per-
Industrial Recovery Act, the forming such activities as the
mﬁlcﬂltml Adjustment Ad- President directs; and rerves in
istration Act, and the Fed- advisory capacity to

_ Emergency Reliel Act thaPrusldent.

‘e @ = to provide a means of | Prepares for and recommends to
obtaining information essential the President plans, data, ete.
to & wise employment of the em- for a planned development and
erggu:y appmﬁlrlauon AR DY use of land, water, , and
(1935, 49 Btat. 115). other national resources; cooper-

ates with Federal and other agen-

cies in research and other nctivi-
ties; and acts in a general advi
sory capacity concerning Fe-Jaral
projects invoivinf land acquisi-
tion, transfer of jurisdiction, and
research,

1 Held unconstitutional by the Supreme Court Jan. 6, 1036,

1 No record of discontinuance found, probably by order of the Administrator.
3 Held unconstitutional by the Supreme Court May 27, 1935,

4 Formerly the Resettlernent Administration.

! Held unconstitutional by the Supreme Court May 6, 1935.

® Held unconstitutional by the Suprems Court May 18, 1938.

" Previously under authority of “Emergency Conservation Work.” (See Executive Order 6101 and 48 Stat. 22.)
Sources: Statutes at Large, Executive orders, United States Government Manual, '1‘)ha Budget, Digest of the Purposes of Current Federal Agencies (prepared by the

United States Information Service).

There seems to me, after a review of this list of bureaus and
agencies created in a part of the present administration’s
two terms, that it would have been more consistent for the
Executive to utilize the already great power he still has to
this end, before coming with a plea for still more power,
coupled with the request that Congress create the additional
department of welfare called for in this bill.

Mr. Chairman, there should be developed the trend of
thought which has to do with the coordinate but independent
carrying out of the theory of the Constitution. It must be
defended from the inroads of regulations by these numerous
bureaus which ignore it and the expressed will of the people
through their representatives in the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, unless we can develop a remedy through so
creating a high responsibility to the people as their repre-
sentatives in this body by performing our duties according
to the true republican principles of our Government, unless
we defend our powers and exercise them in conscience and
honor in these times of stress, representative government is
doomed, and by our action.

In conclusion may I say with malice or reproach toward
none in this or any other part of my remarks, Mr. Chairman,
we do not want autocratic or despotic government. We want
a representative democratic government—the able servant,
not the master of our people. We do not want fascism or
nazi-ism, ecommunism, or socialism. We do not want red
shirts, black shirts, or any particular color of shirt, What we
want is the good old-fashioned, long-wearing brand of Ameri-
can shirt. We want a revival of the democracy of the Consti-
tution through a real representative branch of the Govern-
ment not totally divested of ist service apparel. Let us make
Congress the real welfare department of the United States of
America.

Mr, TABER. Mr, Chairman, I yield such time as he may
desire to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. WIGGLES=
WORTH],

(Karl Metz and Curtis Christiansen, Dec. 16, 193

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. PAtMan] and other gentlemen on the other
side of the aisle, have stated, if I understcod them correctly,
and stated repeatedly, that those who supported the 1932
reorganization bill by so doing voted to give the former
Chief Executive greater power than is requested in the bill
now under consideration.

I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that I served as a member
of the Committee on Expenditures in the executive de-
partments which reported that bill. I worked shoulder to
shoulder with my good friend, the distinguished gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CocHrAN], who sponsors this legislation,
to secure the enactment of that bill. The bill was enacted
into law and under it substantial results might have been
accomplished had it not been for the blanket veto by this
House a year later of each and every Executive recom-
mendation that was submitted to this Congress.

I want to read, Mr. Chairman, one clause that was included
in that bill. It has been read before, but in view of the state-
ment just made I want to read it again:

Provided further, That If either branch of Congress within 60
calendar days shall pass a resolution disapproving of such Executive
order, or any part thereof, such Executive order shall become null
and void to the extent of such disapproval.

Mr. Chairman, I submit that no one can read that clause
included in the 1932 bill and fairly deny that anyone voting
for that legislation voted to reserve the veto power over all
Executive recommendations not only to the Congress as a
whole but to either body of the Congress.

The bill under consideration reserves no veto power. To
say that those voting for the 1932 bill intended to grant more
power than that requested here is simply to state something
which is not the fact.

Mr. Chairman, I do not speak as one unfriendly to reor-
ganization. I have believed for years that reorganization
was desirable in the interest of economy and efficiency.
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I cannot, however, support the bill under consideration. I
cannot support a measure which, in my judgment, carries
with it an immense additional delegation of legislative power
to the Chief Executive. I am opposed to the bill and intend
to vote in favor of the motion which is to be offered tomor-
row by the gentleman from New York [Mr., O'Connor] to
strike out the enacting clause. [Applause.]

Millions of Americans in my judgment are deeply con-
cerned by the threat of ever-increasing power in the hands
of the Chief Executive. They are deeply concerned by the
apparent willingness of Congress in its desire to support
the Chief Executive, to continually subordinate its own best
judement to his, thereby failing completely to exercise the
independence of thought and action which Congress was
intended to exercise by the framers of the Constitution and
by the electorate.

These Americans in my judgment are hoping against hope
for a change in this respect. They are hoping against hope
for a reassertion of congressional independence and for
constructive action which will contribute to leading the
Nation out of the economic and financial morass into which
we seem to be sinking deeper and deeper as the days and
weeks go by.

We are today confronted by the fact that 11,000,000 Amer-
icans are unemployed, that 5,000,000 more are on a part-
time basis, that 4,000,000 families are on the relief rolls of
the Nation, that America stands No. 13 on the list of Nations
of the world in terms of reemployment. In my opinion we
could make no greater contribution to the morale of the
Nation at this time than by affording definite and unmis-
takable evidence that the hope for the reassertion of con-
gressional independence is to be a reality.

We are told, Mr. Chairman, that the question involved
in the measure before us is a question of confidence in the
Chief Executive. The distinguished majority leader, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. RavBurn], based his entire plea
last Friday on this argument. How far is this argument to
be carried, Mr. Chairman? Carried to the extreme it would
call for the resignation of the entire Congress if the sugges-
tion should be made by the Chief Executive. The argu-
ment surely did not appeal in the other body to 26 out-
standing Democratic Senators who worked and voted against
the measure. The argument surely did not appeal to the
distinguished senior Senator from Massachusetts, Senator
WaLsH, who characterized the measure as “plunging a dag-
ger into the very heart of democracy.” I do not believe
that the argument will appeal to organizations representing
millions of Americans who have protested against this meas-
ure including, the American Federation of Labor, the Na-
tional Grange, Government workers, veteran, patiotic, civil
service, social justice, and other outstanding organizations.

The issue, as I see it, Mr. Chairman, is not a partisan
issue. It transcends any possible question of partisanship.
It is an issue which goes to a fundamental question of
American government. It is the issue of the preservation
of the independence and essential powers of the legislative
branch of the National Government. If there be those who
believe that the passage of this legislation is in the national
interest by all means let them support it but let us settle
the question on its merits and on no other basis.

It is impossible for me personally to support the bill in
its present form. It is impossible for many reasons.

I am opposed for example to the reorganization provisions
which it carries.

I cannot escape the memory of the original draft of the
Brownlow report early in 1937, so drastic in its terms and
purpose that it was not allowed to see the light for more
than a day or two. Under its provisions the President would
have been given the power of life and death over executive
and quasi-judicial agencies alike. He would have had the
power fo annul laws enacted by Congress and to appoint
without confirmation by the Senate. The proposal would
have stripped the Congress of vast legislative powers, vesting
them in the White House.

The bill in its present form is, of course, a great improve-
ment as compared with the original proposal. It still car-
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ries with if, however, in my judgment, the surrender of leg-
islative power which is entirely unnecessary with a view to
achieving the desired reorganization, power which in fairness
to ourselves and to the Nation we ought not to surrender.

I quote in this connection a single sentence from a letter
received under date of March 30, 1938, from the American
Federation of Labor:

We object most seriously to the sweeping delegation of con-
gressional authority to the executive branch of the Government
and we cannot understand how anyone interested in maintaining
our form of Government can propose or vote for it as in our
opinion the Congress ought to retain all its constitutional author-
ity in conformity with democratic procedure and democratic gov=
ernment and that said power ought to be broadened and extended
instead of being curtailed or surrendered.

I want, in this connection, Mr. Chairman, to refer to
another bill enacted early in 1933 as evidence of the danger
involved in the sweeping delegation of legislative power. I
refer to the so-called economy bill enacted at the request
of the President in the face of a national emergency. In
that instance, as in this, the wisdom of delegating the legis-
lative power involved was questioned. In that instance, as
in this, a letter was received from the Chief Executive, For
the benefit of those who were not here at that time, I quote
the following sentence from the letter:

If the Congress chooses to vest me with the responsibility, it
will be executed in the spirit of justice to all, sympathy to those
who are in need, and of maintaining inviolate the basic welfare
of the United States.

This was the assurance, Mr. Chairman, and what was the
result? We are all familiar with it. Those charged by the
President with the duty of applying the power delegated to
him performed their task so drastically, so unfairly that an
outery broke out from coast to coast. Why, Mr. Chairman,
the compensation of World War veterans who were battle
casualties, never intended to be reduced, was cut in certain
instances to the extent of 68 percent. It was necessary for
Congress to undo what had been done by the executive
branch of the Government and it was necessary to undo it
by not only passing legislation but by passing that legisla-
tion through both Senate and House over a Presidential
veto.

Many a Member expressed on the floor after that expe-
rience his regret at having supported the original measure
and his determination not to place himself in a similar
position again. And yet, Mr, Chairman, in respect to reor-
ganization, we are asked by this bill to do that very thing.

In this instance, as in that, we have a letter from the
President. In the midnight letter from Warm Springs the
Chief Executive indicates that a resolution by Congress in
opposition to Executive action would be persuasive. He does
not state that it would be controlling. He states that it
would be controlling “in the overwhelming majority of
cases” provided it reflects “carefully considered congres-
sional action” and provided further that some legislative situ-
ation does not arise “where the President would feel obligated
to veto the resolution.”

Mr. Chairman, if reorganization is to be undertaken as it
should be in my judgment in cooperation between the
executive and legislative branches of the Government, it
is the legislative branch and not the executive branch which
should retain the power of veto.

There are other reasons which make it impossible for me
to support the bill in its present form which may be referred
to briefly.

I am opposed for example to the provisions in reference
to the civil service. Experience in the Treasury Depart-
ment, experience in Government service abroad, years ago,
convinced me of the incalculable value to any government
of the experience of those devoting their lives to a civil
service based on merit. The future of our Government, in
my judgment, depends in large measure upon the develop-
ment and strengthening of that type of career service which
is not dependent upon political consideration.

The measure before us, as I see it, would reduce the
legislative safeguards for the civil service and constitute
a further surrender of legislative power in this connection.
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The safeguard of a bipartisan commission is to be thrown
overboard. In its place is to be substituted a single admin-
istrator, dependent for his tenure of office upon the Chief
Executive. The Chief Executive is to be given large powers.
Among these is the power to exempt from and cover into
the classified service; the power to extend the provisions of
the Classification Act; the power to prescribe and to define
additional classification services and grades and to fix the
ranges of compensation for such grades; the power to estab-
lish schedules of differentials in rates prescribed by the
Classification Act; the power to exclude from the provisions
of the Classification Act; the power to appoint experts and
consultants and to fix their salaries; the power to promul-
gate such rules as may be necessary under the act. I have
not heard one convincing reason for the elimination of bi-
partisan control. I cannot read the civil-service provisions
of the bill without feeling that their adoption will tend to
undermine the merit system and to deny to more than 800,-
000 Federal workers the assurance of position and promo-
tion based upon merit. I find myself in accord in this con-
nection with the views of the distinguished chairman of the
Civil Service Committee, the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
RaMsSPECK],

I am opposed also to the provisions in respect to the
Office of the Comptroller General. More than 8 years' ex-
perience on the Appropriations Committee of the House has
given me the conviction that an independent Comptroller
General with the power of preaudit has meant the saving
of millions and millions of dollars and constituted the great-
est possible safeguard against unauthorized expenditure for
the people of the country as a whole. Only recently I called
attention to the fact that the Comptroller General had found
no less than 5,000 instances of unauthorized expenditure,
aggregating $11,000,000 for a single Federal agency, the
Tennessee Valley Authority.

The proposals in the bill under consideration look fo the
curtailment of the power of the Comptroller General and
to that extent constitute a further surrender of legislative
power over Federal expenditure.

What is needed, Mr. Chairman, in my judgment, is not
less power for the Comptroller but more power in order that
he may function even more effectively as the agent of the
Congress, Our colleague, the gentleman from Indiana  [Mr.
PerTinNciLL], has dealt with this aspect of the measure with
particular ability.

Part 3 of title I of the pending measure calls for the
creation of a department of public welfare. Under its
terms the secretary of welfare is to “promote public health,
safety, and sanitation; the protection of the consumer; the
cause of education; the relief of unemployment and the
hardship and suffering caused thereby; the relief of the
needy and distressed; the assistance and benefits of the aged

and the relief and rehabilitation of the physically disabled;

and in general coordinate and promote public health, edu-
cation, and welfare activities.”

The proposal would create a great, new executive depart-
ment tending to make permanent in the structure of our
Government agency after agency set up temporarily, on an
emergency basis, and carrying with it the alarming possi-
bility of Federal control or regulation of our educational
system. I have often paid my respects to the distinguished
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Wooprum]. I have long be-
lieved him to be one of the ablest Members of the House. In
his remarks on this bill he has estimated that the creation
of this new department would increase the annual expendi-
ture of the Government by from one to three billions of
dollars. In the light of present information, Mr. Chairman,
I cannot support the proposal for this new department. I
prefer at this time to take my stand with the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. Wooprum], the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Lamneck], and the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Tarver], who have emphasized its dangers so strongly.

Mr. Chairman, this bill comes before us without any real
explanation of why it is so urgently needed, or why it is so
urgently needed at this time.
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It comes hefore us with no adequate hearings. It is
admitted that no opportunity was given in respect to the
civil-service proposals to Members best informed in this con-
nection to be heard. It is admitted that no opportunity
was given in respect to the Comptroller General proposals
to former Comptroller General McCarl, who filled that posi-
tion for 15 years, to be heard. It is admitted that no oppor-
tunity was given in respect to any of the proposals to any
one of the great organizations representing millions of
Americans referred to at the outset of my remarks to be
heard.

The bill, Mr. Chairman, in my judgment, should not be
passed. At best, it should be recommitted for further study,
with instructions to the committee in charge to hold open
hearings, at which all who desire may be heard.

The outstanding problems of reemployment and recovery
in the light of the present depression challenge the imme-
diate attention of the Congress. I appeal to the Members
of the House to devote themselves to these problems. I
appeal to them not to surrender unwarranted legislative
power to the Chief Executive. I appeal for the retention
and preservation of those legislative powers which are essen-
tial to the maintenance of our American form of govern-
ment. [Applause.]

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER].

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, there has been a sug-
gestion of partisanship in the consideration of this matter.
I shall seek to guide my words along lines that cannot be
questioned upon this score.

Mr. Chairman, there was an expression of fear as to the
attitude regarding the President—suggestions from Mem-
bers on the majority side whom I hold in very high regard—
that some were trying to destroy the President of the United
States. In my judgment it is not possible for the Congress
to do that. That will be done either by his record or by the
considered action of the people who, after all, are the final
power that we here recognize. Certainly the concern which
has obviously been manifested in recent weeks regarding
this legislation has not sprung from anything this mere
minority could say. Whatever might have been suggested
from partisanship has long since lost its force. That seemed
to be demonstrated rather conclusively in the campaign of
2 years ago.

The people then with the rising tide of business activity
expressed themselves as content.  To what extent that was
the result of stimulation by enormous expenditure of bor-
rowed -funds has become evident in the sharpest decline this
country has ever known in its business activity, and with
that has come this rising tide of doubt as to the course we
have pursued. Many of us over here joined in those early
days in providing for the very extraordinary powers that
were conferred, for the extraordinary sums, the astro-
nomical sums that were voted in order to bring us out of
the difficulties of that depression. Now, as we find ourselves
once again back where we were b years ago with 12,000,000
unemployed but from fifteen to twenty billions further in
debt, it is not to be wondered that the people are growing
restless.

Last week under the assurance of a member of the com-
mittee that this matter would not come up I went back
to Maine and there upon the street and in every contact I
had I found very great concern. I came hurriedly back
here to participate if I might. I, too, was overwhelmed
with wires from back home, and half of those wires were
from people not of my political persuasion, who were ex-
pressing to me their very great concern. To what extent
the experience of last year on the Court proposal laid the
foundation for this doubt is a matter about which a variety
of opinion may be held, but what do we have to do? We
talk about previous proposals of reorganization. I am quite
ready to go along with anyone in carrying out the pro-
visions of the Republican planks of 1932 and 1936 to which
reference was made earlier today but what do we find?

| 'We find specific legislation—not authorization—vitally
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affecting the Comptroller General and the civil service;
and it is to those that I wish to address what few minutes
I have left. A tub was thrown to the whales in the shape
of concessions—the concurrent resolution, on the cause of
education which disturbed very many people, and finally
on the Veterans’ Bureau. Those pressure groups received
at least temporary recognition and seeming satisfaction.

Mr. McCORMACK., Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield.

Mr. McCORMACK. The question of Federal control of
education, as the gentleman knows, is not involved in this
bill.
Mr. BREWSTER. I know——

Mr. McCORMACK. In all frankness, in all fairness, does
not the gentleman know that no guestion of Federal control
of education is involved in this bill?

Mr. BREWSTER. That question did not give me concern.

Mr. McCORMACK. No.

Mr. BREWSTER. But the gentleman knows very well
that it gives many millions of Americans very great and very
honest concern.

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes; but it was not involved in this
bill.

Mr, BREWSTER. I have stated my position, that, in my
judgment, I did not feel concerned.

Mr. McCORMACK. That it was not involved in this bill.
There is no expansion of existing law with reference to the
powers of the Federal Government along the lines of edu-
cation. .

Mr. BREWSTER. I have very great respect for the ability
of the gentleman from Massachusetts to use language. I
think he knows very well why a great many of his own
constituents were concerned.

Mr. McCORMACK. But the gentleman is quite adept
himself in the use of language. I asked a specific question.
The gentleman has not answered. Does the gentleman admit
there is no question of Federal control of education involved
in this bill? Is not that right?

Mr. BREWSTER. Will the gentleman agree with me
that in the present condition of this country it would be
much better if we addressed ourselves to restoring 12,000,000
people to employment than to quibble over words?

Mr. McCORMACEK. Is the gentleman answering my
question by asking another question? Is the gentleman
begging the question, or does he not want to answer it?

Mr. BREWSTER. I have answered the gentleman that
it did not give me concern. Is not that a fair answer?

Mr. McCORMACK. I know, but I am not discussing the
question of a fair answer, I am discussing the question of
an answer.

Mr. BREWSTER. Then I will say to the genitleman
that in view of the many developments of the past 5 years I
think we had better stick pretty close to the existing powers
and to existing language.

Every time we use more words heaven alone knows where
they will lead us. That is why thousands of the gentleman’s
constituents were vitally concerned.

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman has not answered the
question yet. :

Mr. BREWSTER. Will the gentleman repeat the question?

Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentleman admit that there
is no question of Federal control of education involved in this
bill?

Mr. BREWSTER. I will not.

Mr. McCORMACEK. The gentleman will not?

Mr. BREWSTER. No.

Mr. HEALEY. Will the gentleman yield? .

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. HEALEY, If it did, of course, it would be unconstitu-
tional?

Mr. BREWSTER.
statement.

Mr. HEALEY. The gentleman has in mind the Oregon
case, in which the Supreme Court decided it was unconsti-

I cannot follow the gentleman in that
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tutional to place any restrictions upon educational institu-
tions that children may have to attend?

Mr. BREWSTER. That applied exclusively to the laws of
Oregon -and not to a Federal power.

Mr. HEALEY. The gentleman laid it down as a general
proposition that it was illegal to pass any laws, either State
or National, restricting the education of children.

Mr. TABER. Will the gentleman yield?

YMI: BREWSTER. 1 yield to the gentleman from New
ork.

Mr. TABER. It is well understood that the program of
those underminers is to procure Federal grants to States in
aid of education conditioned on their compliance with the
rules of an autocrat.

Mr. McCORMACK. May I call the gentleman’s attention
to the fact that a Department of Education bill is introduced
by a Republican at every session of Congress?

Mr. TABER. What difference does that make?

Mr. HEALEY. It is never introduced by a Democrat.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, I can very well under=-
stand the concern of both the gentlemen from Massachusetts
about this matter, and I trust they will be able to satisfy
their constituents that there was no danger involved herein,
So far as I am concerned, I believe that this is no time to stir
up the people further with contentious matters of this char-
acter, which have been agitated for many years but are now
coming to a crisis at a most unhappy time.

I want to turn to another subject if the gentleman will
yield me a little additional time.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 5 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr, BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, I want to refer to the
Comptroller General and to the remarks of the gentleman
from Kentucky, who will soon leave us to take on judicial
robes. I found difficulty in following him when he said that,
in the first place, the powers of the Comptroller General were
unconstitutional, but, in the second place, there was no
change in the powers that were accorded under this bill, and,
in the third place, the limitations that were to be placed by
the rulings of the Attorney General were altogether desirable.
The statements seemed to be contradictory.

Mr. Chairman, I want to go more to the fundamentals of
the question. Either the Comptroller General today has
power or he has no power. If he has no power, why all the
fuss? If he has power, then why is it desired that it should
be curtailed? The gentleman from Kentucky said it did
not matter whether he had a 15-year term or held office
simply at the sufferance of the President. That was his
contention and he made an impassioned plea that the
character of American citizenship was such that no man
would be affected in his decision even though the sword
of Damocles in the power of Presidential removal was sus-
pended over his head. That was an eloquent peroration,
but I could not help remembering all the time he appealed
to us in such moving terms that the gentleman is very
shortly to enter a position comparable in responsibility and
power to that of the Comptroller General—who will carry
out the will of this Congress and say that all executive power
shall yield to it.

I note that the gentleman from Kentucky will shortly
enter a shrine where he will be protected in his judicial
duties by the sanctity of a life term. I would very much
prefer to argue my case before a judge of that character
and depend upon his solution, no matter how highly I may
regard his patriotic purpose. That is why I do not desire
to see the Comptiroller General in any way find his powers
diminished or his term made subject to political termination
by one whom he may cross. I desire to see him continued
as the guardian of the rights of the people and the Con-
gress. They say we got along without him for 120 years,
but it was out of all that experience that finally the Comp-
troller General and his powers were brought into being.
I think we would be following a very unwise course if we
turned backward to the days during which that Office and
that power was created.
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Mr. Chairman, I want also to speak of the civil service.
Certainly it has been bipartisan from its inception. I asked
for the figures as to the record of the civil service and I
was somewhat surprised and gratified at what I found. It
was created in 1884. It had a most remarkable expansion
under Democratic administrations. Under the Cleveland
administration the percentage of classified civil service em-
ployees in the Government grew from 20 to 40 percent.
Under the succeeding Republican administrations it went up
to 60 percent in 1912. Then under the administration of
Woodrow Wilson it rose to 80 percent. In other words, under
the last two Democratic administrations of this country—
preceding the present one—each administration advanced
the cause of the classified civil service by 20 percent.

What has happened in the last 6 years? The civil service
has gone back to 1913. It has declined from 80 percent, at
which this administration found it, to the 60 or 62 percent
that prevails today. I want to urge upon my brethren on
this side of the aisle to consider very carefully whether that
record of steady progress of the civil service under previous
Democratic administrations is not a thing they should hold
in increasingly high regard and whether or not the concern
of the people is not to some extent a result of the steady
disintegration of the civil service in the past 5 years.

When we supplant with a single administrator the bi-
partisan board that for 50 years has carried the civil service
to ever greater heights, I cannot but recall my visit last
Sunday at the shrine of Thomas Jefferson. I ask that you
consider some of the lessons his life has taught us. I hope
when you come to consider this matter, at least the present
provisions of law regarding the civil service and the Comp-
troller General will be left inviolate. [Applause.]

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may desire to the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr, JorN-
soN1].

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, during the
first day of the several days of debate on the reorganiza-
tion bill I attempted in the brief time allotted me to make
my position clear on the pending bill. I stated at that time
that I had consistently advocated governmental reorgani-
zation for many years and made it plain that I believe
thoroughly in the principle as well as the urgent necessity
of governmental reorganization.

I have never contended, Mr. Chairman, that the reorgani-
zation bill should be passed as it came from the com-
mittee without the changing of the dotting of an “i” or the
crossing of a “t.” On the other hand, members of the com-
mittee handling this bill were aware of the fact that I
have not only favored but insisted upon the adoption of
several amendments to this bill

As one of the supporters of this legislation, I am delighted
that the committee has agreed to and will offer some im-
portant amendments that in my judgment will eliminate
many of the objections raised on the floor of this House.
Still other amendments will be offered and I reserve the
right, Mr. Chairman, to vote for any of the amendments
that in my judgment are in the interests of sane and effi-
cient government. When this bill reaches the amendment
stage, we are assured of sufficient time to offer and dis-
cuss every possible amendment that anyone might desire
to offer.

Personally, I shall support the amendment to be offered
to exempt the Veterans’ Administration from the provisions
of this bill. The fact that the Veterans’ Administration has
functioned in a way generally satisfactory to the veterans
as well as to the Congress and the country is concrete evi-
dence why one director can handle a bureau more efficiently
than a board of three, five, or seven members. It has been
brought out in the discussion that the President of the United
States has made it plain that he has never had in mind
reorganizing the Veterans’ Administration. So, actually, the
amendment would not affect the operation of the law one
way or the other.

There are other amendments that I may discuss when
the bill reaches the amendment stage. But merely be-
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cause Members are not wholly satisfied with the bill as it
came from the committee is not, in my judgment, any real
justification for all this excitement, charges, and counter
charges.

Practically every speaker who has opposed this bill to date
admits at the outset that there ought to be a reorganization
in order to effect economies and make government function
more efficiently. But the oppostion to the principle set forth
in this bill stripped of its verbiage and camouflage, is to a
very large extent deep-seated opposition to the President of
the United States. During the few terms I have served in
Congress from the Coolidge administration to this good
hour, I have never heard such a hymn of hate against any
President at any time as the one now coming from the
opposition in and out of Congress against President
Roosevelt. g

It is significant that practically every speaker against the
reorganization bill has expressed the fear that President
Roosevelt desires to become a dictator. Some have not
actually said so in words, but the opposition has harped on
the words “dictator” and “dictatorship” because they know"
that the people of America abhor the very suggestion of a
dictatorship. If I thought for a moment that President
Roosevelt or anyone else would be so utterly foolish as to
attempt a dictatorship in this country, and if I thought that
this bill would make such a thing possible, I would oppose it
with every ounce of energy within my being. But the rec-
ord of the Roosevelt administration gives the lie to that
charge. [Applause.]

When President Roosevelt asked for a Banking Aect fo
stop the closing of banks in every town and hamlet in
America, after 10,000 banks had gone broke under the two
previous Republican administrations, he did not ask to
become a dictator. You will remember that some of the
Republican opposition to the Banking Act hinted at a dicta-
torship then, but no one can now charge that the President
abused the powers given him. When the securities and
exchange bill was pending in this House, the Republican
spellbinders had become a little bolder and some of them
became excited for fear the President might wrongfully
usurp power in the administration of that act. But the
Roosevelt record has not borne out that prediction. The
President has demonstrated over and over again that he has
the interests of the common people at heart and has not
wavered from his course because of intimidation, slander,
and abuse. [Applause.]

It is impossible in the short time that is mine to call the
roll of the hundreds of progressive, constructive, and worth-
while measures enacted thus far under the Roosevelt admin-
istration. So far as I am concerned, I do not propose to
become excited or stampeded by the old worn-out cry of the
reactionary Republicans and others who sing a hymn of
hate against our great, beloved President, whose heart beats
in sympathy with the toiling masses. The old absurd and
silly cry of dictatorship is in my judgment pure camouflage.
This is the last, supreme effort on the part of Republican
leaders and others who hate our President in a futile effort
to “smear” Franklin D. Roosevelt.

Tomorrow the distinguished chairman of the Rules Com-=-
mittee will move, so he has announced, to strike the enacting
clause from the pending bill. The gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Kreserc] and several other speakers say they will vote
to strike the enacting clause. I shall, of course, vote against
that motion. If I were opposed to the bill and did not
expect to vote for it on the final roll call, I certainly would
not vote to strike the enacting clause. Every bill presented
by any committee is entitled to have its day in court——

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I am pleased to yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. BOILEAU. The member of the committee desires
that we give the bill a chance. Does he not also believe
that the Members of the House should also have a chance
to know what kind of a committee amendment is going to be
offered, before we take up the vote on the question of strik-
ing out the enacting clause?
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Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I agree with the gentleman
absolutely.

Mr. BOILEAU. Ihave notbeen able to find that out as yet.
Some of the members of the committee made the statement
as far back as last Saturday that they were going to offer
an amendment restricting the power of the President, or
rather giving the Congress some control. I suggest to the
gentleman it might be a very good thing to let the Members
know what kind of an amendment the committee is going
to offer, so we might determine whether or not it amounts
to anything,

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I am not handling the bill,
but I agree with the gentleman that the Members of the
House ought to know what is going to be voted on.

As I have heretofore stated, I feel very hopeful that
amendments will be accepted by the committee and possibly
other amendments added from the floor that will eliminate
any reasonable objection. To strike the enacting clause is
to say that you are opposed to any kind of reorganization
legislation during this session of Congress. With 130-odd
boards and bureaus, many of which are overlapping, and
with the statement of leading economists that governmental
reorganization, as proposed in this bill, would save hun-
dreds of millions of dollars and promote efficiency in gov-
ernment, and with amendments already accepted and agreed
upon giving Congress not only a check but an actual veto of
any proposed reorganization that might not be satisfactory,
I cannot conceive of any fair-minded Democrat going so far
as to vote to strike out the enacting clause.

I am hopeful that a very reasonable and satisfactory
measure will be worked out before the pending bill is finally
voted upon that will meet with the approval of every Mem-
ber of this body who is not blinded by prejudice or partisan-
ship. [Applause.]

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr, Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. HEaLEY].

Mr, HEALEY. Mr, Chairman, on last Friday when a mo-
tion was made for the previous question I was one of those
who voted against ordering the previous question which would
have shut off debate, and I think very happily and very for-
tunately the membership of the House defeated that mo-
tion, thus insuring the fullest debate and discussion of this
bill. I do not believe.anyone has cause to complain that
he has not had the freest privilege of being heard on this
measure and ample opportunity to express his views. I have
been in the House for 5 years and seldom have I heard a
measure debated at such great length.

There have been other fortunate results from that vote.
We have since had assurances from the committee in charge
of the bill that the prerogatives and the powers of Congress
will be fully preserved by a provision to be offered as a com-
mittee amendment, that a concurrent resolution of the Con-
gress, passed by a majority vote, will nullify any Executive
order made under the provisions of this bill.

Mr, BOILEAU. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HEALEY. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman recalls the statement con-
tained in the letter sent out by the President on March 29,
in which he said a concurrent resolution of that kind is
unconstitutional.

Mr. HEALEY. I understand the committee have now
worked out an amendment providing for a concurrent reso-
lution which they believe will be constitutional,

Mr. BOILEAU. How does the gentleman happen to have
been able to see that amendment when other Members who
are interested have not been able to get a copy of it?

Mr. HEALEY. I have not seen it. I just have the assur-
ance of members of the committee that they have prepared
an amendment providing for a concurrent resolution which
they believe will meet the objections the gentleman men-
tions.

Mr. BOILEAU. If the gentleman will yield further, the
President’s letter was referring to concurrent resolutions, and
he mentions them as a reason we should pass this bill in its
present form.
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Mr. HEALEY. I am familiar with the reason that was
advanced, but I am reliably informed that the committee
have found the solution to that problem.

Mr. BOILEAU, The gentleman has agreed that——

Mr. HEALEY, The gentleman will have an opportunity
to offer amendments when the bill is read for amendment,
and he knows the bill is to be considered under rules of the
House which will permit the gentleman and other Members
of the House to offer amendments to any part of the bill.

Mr. BOILEAU. I am hopeful the gentleman will see fit
to support the amendment.

Mr. HEALEY. I will reserve judgment on that until I see
what it is.

Mr, BOILEAU. I mean the amendment I am going to
offer, which has been printed in the Recorb.

Mr. HEALEY. I am sorry I cannot yield further to the
gentleman, as my time is limited. However, I assure the
gentleman I will give his amendment my fullest considera-
tion.

In addition, we have had assurance from the committee
that a committee amendment will be offered which will leave
the Veterans’ Bureau in statu quo and anether assuring that
the Office of Education will remain unaffected by this bill.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HEALEY. 1 yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. BRADLEY. Apropos of that part of the bill with

reference to the Office of Education, is it not a fact the
superior of the clergyman in Detroit who inflamed the minds
of certain people with the thought there were provisions in
this bill which might affect certain educational institutions
stated there was no reason for apprehension and repudiated
the remarks of the clergyman in Detroit?
. Mr. HEALEY. I read the statement of Archbishop
Mooney, administrative head of the National Catholic Wel-
fare Conference, which stated that he saw nothing in the
bill to expand present functions of Federal educational
agencies and that, therefore, he saw no cause to arouse
fears in regard to Catholic interests.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. HEALEY. I am pleased to yield to the gentleman
from Maine. The gentleman yielded to me.

Mr. BREWSTER. If there is no question regarding the
phraseology used, why was the committee so ready to strike
out those provisions?

Mr, HEALEY. Of course, that will have to be answered
by members of the committee. I am of the opinion, how-
ever, that the committee readily agreed to eliminate any
reference to education in the bill in order to allay any pos-
sible fear that there may be any intention to abridge any
existing rights of parents to educate their children as they
desire,

Mr. BREWSTER. That was not the result of anything
said by anyone on the radio?

Mr. HEALEY. Of course I cannot speak for the com-
mittee, but I am satisfied it was because of a sincere desire
fo resolve any doubts that may exist in the minds of people
and to fully clarify the intention of the bill in that respect.

Now, there are some other beneficial results that have
happened because of the continuance of this full and free
discussion. I think the country has had an opportunity
to be informed on the true contents of this bill and its
correct purpose and intention. Now that emotion has gen-
erally subsided most everyone realizes that there is no
dictator hiding within the pages of this bill. As a matter
of fact, we had a great many Members on the Republican
side today apologizing for calling it a dictatorship bill.

Mr. LORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HEALEY. I must decline to yield just now. Oh,
they know that there was not anything to that.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HEALEY. I must decline to yield right now.

Mr. TABER. I want to call the gentleman’s attention to
facts.

Mr. HEALEY. I have yielded very generously.
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Oh, they know that was just a lot of camouflage, intended
to incite and inflame the people of this country, and now
at last we have come down to a sane discussion and con-
sideration of this bill. The temper and the trend of the
debate today has been refreshing in that some Members on
the Republican side have confined themselves to a discus-
sion of the bill on its merits and we have heard no more of
these catch words. There is always somebody of the oppo-
sition who is very adept and adroit at coining a catch word
to misrepresent the actual purpose of bills favored by this
administration. A bill to end abuses of utility holding com-,
panies was termed the “death sentence.” Work relief for
needy unemployed was termed “boondoggling,” and now this
bill is called the “dictatorship bill.”

The word was flashed across the country to term this “the
dictatorship bill.” I think the best proof that it is not a
dictatorship bill and that there is no intention on the part
of anyone to create a dictatorship in this country is the
utterances of the opposition on this side today, many of
whom have disclaimed any thought that there is anything
in this bill which would create a dictatorship.

Mr. LORD. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield for
just a minute?

Mr. HEALEY. I cannot yield at this time.

I have also observed that this bill has been relegated to the
middle and last pages of the press of the country,

Another refreshing thing is to note that some newspapers,
particularly editorially, are telling the public the real truth
about this bill. I was pleased to read an editorial that ap-
peared in the Washington Times of yesterday. I am happy
that the man who wrote this editorial has recognized the
great contribution that was made to this debate by my able
colleague from my own State of Massachusetts, a man whose
capacity everyone in this House recognizes, and whose sin-
cerity is not questioned by anyone, the man who now pre-
sides over the deliberations of this Committee, my colleague,
Mr. McCORMACK.

REORGANIZATION BILL—JUST A FIGHT TO SMEAR ROOSEVELT

Enemies of the Roosevelt Government reorganization bill have
shown by their acts and tactics of the last few days that they know
this is a good bill and are fighting it solely because they hope its
defeat would discredit the President.

Among the more odoriferous of these tactics was the whispering
campaign designed to convince leading Catholics that freedom of
religious education was menaced by the proposal to transfer the
Federal Office of Education from the Interlor Department to the
projected new Department of Welfare. Representative Jorwnw W.
McCorMacK, Democrat, Massachusetts, told this one off correctly
when he described it, in an eloquent House address, as malicious
misrepresentation circulated to stir up hatred agatmt the Chief
Executive of the United States.

The President has accepted an amendment taking this Education
Office transfer out of the bill—which ought to remove the last
shadow of bona fide objection to the bill. It is a bill to make the
Government of the United States more efficient; it is not a biil to
set up a dictatorship or change our form of government. We do
not see how the insurgent Democratic Congressmen, fighting the
bill along with the smear-Roosevelt Republicans, can explain their
fight to their consclences—or to their constituents.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman
5 additional minutes.

Mr. HEALEY. We have in this Government an Office of
Education which is now in the Department of the Interior.
The function of the Office of Education is to gather sta-
tistical information on schools, population, cost of main-
tenance of schools, and so forth, and to disseminate this
information. That is all the power that the Office of Edu-
cation has. The limitations on the Office of Education are
fully contained in the bill which created that office. The
bill originally proposed only to move the Office of Educa-
tion from one department to another. It did not propose
to expand the present functions of this agency nor add a
single power that it does nof already possess. But the pro-
vision unfortunately aroused widespread fears and I be-
lieve the committee very wisely have agreed to offer an
amendment eliminating this provision. And I heartily sub-
scribe to that amendment.

If there could be any lingering doubt in anyone’s mind
that through the medium of this bhill there is any attempt
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to curtail constitutional liberties then let him examine the
membership of the committee entrusted with the consid-
eration and preparation of this bill. The chairman of the
committee is the gentleman from Missouri, Mr. CocHrAN, and
the other members are LinpsaAy WARREN, Frep M. Vinson, J.
WiLL RoBINsoN, James M. MEap, FrRaNK C. KNIFFIN, HARRY
Beam, Mr. TaBer, and Mr. Gmonn the latter two from the
minority side. Can anyone ent.ertain any suspicion of the
motives of the able chairman of this special committee, who,
everyone here realizes, knows perhaps as much about de-
partmental activities as anyone in the House, a man who
has given years of service to the country in this body and
who would fight to the last ounce of energy against any
infringement of the constitutional rights of the people?
And we are all aware that there are no men in this country
who are more ardently devoted to the preservation of our
constitutional democratic form of government than the
men who comprise this special committee.

Let us determine this matter on its merits. We know that
all this bill attempts to do is to provide for a coordination of
governmental activities for simplification, for efficiency, and
for a better accounting of the disbursement of the people’s
money. Mr, Chairman, I hope that we are going to consider
this bill now solely and purely on its merits. Now that the
high-pressure methods of the propagandists have subsided,
we shall get down to a real consideration of whether we
want to give President Roosevelt the same power that Con-
gress conferred upon President Hoover and retain the same
reservation—even a stronger reservation—the power to null-
ify anything the President may do under this bill that we
believe is undesirable. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. RABAUT].

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, following the remarks of
the last speaker, as he talked concerning the safeguarding
of education, I would refer you to the exact language of the
the bill relating to education, “shall promote the cause of
education.” This phrase has disturbed many people. It
was unnecessary. It never should have been placed herein.
No one in this House has greater respect for the chairman
of the committee, and no one a better friend of the gentle-
man from Missouri, JouN CocHraN. I recognize his legis-
lative position, but I likewise remember the phrase, “All
men are human.”

About 2 years ago, it was my glorious privilege to say
good-bye to my eldest daughter at the door of a convent,
She has gone to teach in this world. Many others of her
type and ideals, men and women, not only in this country
but throughout the world have gazed at the forlorn figure
of Him who hung on Calvary in a rag and have offered
their all for the benefit not of their own children ‘but for
the children of others; and this damnable proposal has caused
them anguish, stirring to the core. That is should be
brought into this House now is very untimely, having as its
effect the placing of certain Members of this body upon the
rack.

I do not care who your political boss is back home, I tell
you to stand on your feet. This House stood on its own
feet, Friday, April 1, and brought the leadership to its
knees. This was followed by concessions to strike certain
obnoxious provisions from the bill.

Personally I resented the treatment accorded the House,
suspected it from the beginning, recognized the parliamen-
tary situation, took a position to delay the “rush act”, and
requested the first roll call. Incidentally the foregoing is a
statement of one who yields to no man in this House in the
matter of faithfulness to democratic leadership.

This legislation comes as a result of the Brownlow report,
vicious and ruthless in its attempted rape on represen-
tative government. The original bill submitted here has
resemblance of kinship to the report, the proposal has
proven itself obnoxious to the people.

For my part with the gentleman from Pennsylvania, the
Honorable MICHAEL STACK, in his sincerity I stand here and
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repeat the phrase he uttered so beautifully: “I reserve the
right to educate my children as a God-given right to me.”

Now, Mr, Chairman, let us be calm, Some are making
light of a serious matter and using it for political thunder.
Others recognize their duty. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN].

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. Chairman, the position I take to-
day on this measure is not one of recent convictions nor
have I been infiluenced in reaching it by any propaganda
alleged to have been disseminated. Last year on the one
hundred and forty-third roll call of the House, during the
first session of the Seventy-fifth Congress, I voted against
the bill passed by this House at that time to establish a
department of public welfare, the same provisions of which
are now title 1 of this bill. I have been interested in this
Jegisaltion since it was introduced, and I have followed
closely the debate that has been offered on the floor of the
House in support of the measure. I have not changed my
mind, but on the contrary have become more and more con-
vinced that this legislation should not be enacted into law.

When a measure of this character is introduced, so far
reaching in its effects, and so strong in its implications, I
take it that the burden is on those who sponsor the legisla-
tion to show the need for it. I take it that the burden is
on them to establish beyond any question the value of the
legislation and the good it will do. I take it, too, that a
bill of this character involving reorganization of the agen-
cies of the Federal Government can only be supported and
predicated upon two theories, first, that it will result in
economy and that it will produce efficiency in the adminis-
tration of Federal law and governmental affairs.

It is conceded that the measure now pending before us will
not produce economy. The President in his message to
Congress on the subject virtually admitted it is not an
economy measure. There is no ‘serious contention now by
those favoring it that by passing this law we will save the
burdened taxpayers of this Nation one dime. On the con-

trary, there is a strong suspicion and just grounds for a -

definite belief that by establishing-this department of pub-
lic welfare and placing in that department the govern-
mental functions, the duty and the obligations that are
stated in this bill, the cost of the Federal Government will
be materially increased.

Mr. KNUTSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I will yield if I can get more time.

Mr. ENUTSON. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr,
WoobrumM], than whom there is no better authority in the
House on fiscal affairs, estimates that the passage of this
legislation will result in increasing the cost of Government
anywhere from one to three billion dollars a year.

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is true, and I regard him as the
best authority in this House on the financial affairs of this
Government, and often he pleads with his colleagues here
and votes for and in the interest of the greatest economy.
I am sure he, like many of us, sees no economy in this bill

Mr. COCHRAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN, Iyield to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. COCHRAN., The gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
‘Woobrum] made the statement that the depariment of pub-
lic welfare would mean an increase of a billion or possibly
two or three billion dollars. The bill providing for the crea-
tion of a bureau of public welfare provides for a secretary
of welfare, an under secretary and two assistants, as well as
a solicitor. Beyond that it provides nothing except that
the President can place in the department of public wel-
fare such agencies as he feels should belong there. By
doing so the economies that will be effected will be far
greater than the salaries paid. Surely this Congress is not
going to pay a billion dollars a year to those five men.

Mr. ENUTSON. Certainly the gentleman cannot be sin-
cere in making that statement. The gentleman is trying to
intimate that the creation of the new bureau will only
involve the employment of three or four additional
employees.
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Mr. McCLELLAN. I do not think the gentleman could
expect us to assume or believe, even from his statement,
that there will be no further expense involved than indicated
by him. You cannot set up a new department and create
8 new Cabinet position without incurring tremendous ex-
pense. It will further extend the burden of government.

Mr. KNUTSON. Will the gentleman indulge me further?

Mr. WoobrumM stated:

In my judgment the creation of this department will increase

our financial burden a billion dollars a year and may easily be
two or three times that amount.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 5
additional minutes.

Mr. TABER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield to the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. TABER. May I say that the thing which will cost
such a tremendous sum of money in this creation of a de-
partment of welfare will be the permanent authorization of
large appropriations for relief that are not now authorized.
I yield the gentleman 5 additional minutes.

Mr, McCLELLAN, Mr. Chairman, may I say a word
about the expense of, and economy in, Government. I have
not seen any economy in the emergency agencies that have
been set up in this Government during the past 5 years.
The President has authority now to regulate them by Ex-
ecutive order, but there is no evidence of any economy in
them and I do not expect any economy when we pass this
bill. We might just as well face the facts. We all know
the authority the President has been given with respect to
the many emergency agencies created by law at his request
during this administration. We know the power he has and
can use to effect economy in these governmental activities,
and we all know, too, that the extravagance and waste is
appalling. The President can do most anything he desires
with relief and emergency funds we appropriate, bu’ condi-
tions show no evidence of either economy or efficiency in
these emergency set-ups.

This bill has only one purpose. I know what it is and
you know what it is. It has not for its purpose economy
and neither is it going to serve for efficiency. It will afford
an opportunity for manipulation. When substantial
changes are made, I think Congress should do it by law
and they should not be accomplished by Executive order.

I hear statements made by some of my colleagues that
the Congress cannot do this job. That it is too big for
Congress to handle. That is a silly idea. I cannot con-
ceive, Mr. Chairman, that the Congress, composed of Rep-:
resentatives and Senators chosen by the people, are so.
lacking in intellect and judgment as to be incompetent to
deal with reorganization. God pity America if our capacity
is so limited. I would hate to admit that Congress cannot
do it. We do a lot of things by suggestion from the Chief
Executive of the Nation. During the past 5 years prac-
tically all of the major bills that have been enacted were
conceived by the Chief Executive and his “brain trust,” just
like this bill we are now considering. They were drafted,
brought here, and delivered to us. Sometimes they have had
a “must” tag on them, just as this one has—and most of
them have been enacted. Some of them are good and
some are not.

There is no reason in the world, if Government agencies
ought to be reorganized, if there ought to be changes made,
if there is overlapping, why an investigation should not be
made and a determination arrived at as to what agencies
ought to be abolished, transferred, or consolidated. When it
has been determined by the President and his advisers what|
agencies in their opinion ought to be abolished or changed, and
when it is determined just what changes should be made, he!
can make a report to the Congress giving it the facts. After
considering the President’s message on the subject and the
facts in connection with such proposals, the Congress can
then enact a law to do the things that the President says!
ought to be done and which it determines would produce
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efficiency and economy in governmental affairs. If we can-
not do it that way, and if we do not do it that way, we will
be making a radical departure from the course that time and
experience have praoven to be safest to follow.

That is the way it was intended this Government should
funection, that the President should report to the Congress
on the state of the Union and the Congress should take
the appropriate and necessary action. To permit and dele-
gate the power to do it by Executive order in the manner
here proposed will be destructive of sound and true dem-
ocratic processes.

There is another reason I am not going to support this
bill. The Senate has already passed a reorganization bill.
I regard the Senate bill as vicious. It is three times worse
than what this House bill will be when it reaches final
passage. I would not vote for it. It conveys powers and
authorizes to be done things that are detrimental to the
Nation. I could not support it at all.

Then, are we going to pass this bill? The best way to
judge this bill is by the concessions that have already been
made by its sponsors to those of us who have opposed and
exposed it. If you were fto put back into the bill the
provisions it contained in its original form, you know the
bill would not pass this House. You know it cannot be
passed as it is now. Because it cannot be, you have made
further concessions and agreed to a number of amend-
ments. That shows what was wanted and how bad it was
to start with. What I am afraid of is that if we pass any
kind of a bill, I know and you know it will have to go and
lie down in conference with the Senate bill. And you and
I know the Senate bill ought not to be passed and become
a law, and I know and you know that when this bill goes
to conference if we pass it here, and I do not care how
white a document it may be when it leaves this Chamber,
when it goes into conference and lies down with the Senate
bill it is going to come back here contaminated with some
of those objectionable provisions that the Senate bill con-
tains. We will then have to vote it up or vote it down in
a hurry and without opportunity for ample discussion and
consideration. I am going to do my voting now. The bill
is not going there if I can have my way about it. [Ap-
plause.l.

There are some other things we ought to be doing instead
of considering this bill. This country is in a serious situa-
tion. I do not say that in the sense of being an alarmist,
but I realize that the job of bringing this Nation back to a
stable economic condition has not been finished. We are
here talking about a reorganization bill which even the
sponsors must admit is of doubtful value, while millions of
people look for an opportunity to earn by honest toil the
bread they need to sustain the lives of themselves and their
families, and yet the Congress of the United States is re-
quired to consume from 2 to 3 weeks' time on legislation of
this character. It is unfortunate this must happen in view
of more important and needed things to be done.

I would much prefer to go along with the President. I
have followed him many times. I have walked with him
here on the floor of this House in connection with legisla-
tion he has recommended when I seriously doubted the wis-
dom of it and doubted that it would bring the good results
claimed for it. I have tried to cooperate and be helpful to
the President, to my party, and my country with my vote
here in Congress. However, there are times, I believe, when
the judgment of the smartest human errs. I have never yet
seen anyone who I thought was perfect or always right. I
am going to continue to walk with my President when I be-
lieve he is right, but when I have an abiding belief that he is
wrong I am going to follow the dictates of my conscience
instead and do what I conceive to be right and my duty.
[Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I have heard the rumors that are spread
around the halls of Congress to the effect that those of us
who dare to vote our true sentiments will be punished politi-
cally. I hope this rumor is unfounded. In following the
dictates of my conscience I am not counting the cost politi-
cally. I do not know what that will be, but I do know that
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I have a duty to perform that is higher than my obliga-
tion to any party and higher than my obligation to any
man, regardless of who he may be. In this case my duty
is to retain, if I can, by my vote the true democratic proc-
esses of government. Therefore, I am going to vote against
the reorganization bill, in the hope that governmental depart-
ments may continue to be regulated by law rather than be
controlled by Executive order. [Applause.]

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 8 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CRAWFoORD].

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert in the Recorp at this point two amendments
I propose to offer to the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, the amendments re-
ferred to are as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr, CRAwForDp: Page 60, line 9, strike out
the period and insert a colon and add “Provided further, That the
provisions of this act shall not apply to the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, United States Department of Justice.”

Page 68, line 25, after the word “otherwise”, strike out the
period and insert a colon and the words “Provided, That the pro-
visions of this title shall not apply to officers or positions or the

incumbents thereof in the Federal Bureau of Investigations, De-
partment of Justice.”

REORGANIZATION AND POLITICO-POLICE

Mr. Chairman, if this reorganization bill is enacted by
Congress, the President of the United States will have con-
ferred upon him such terrific powers that he could set up a
political nightmare that would make the terroristic activities
of the Russian Ogpu look like a Maypole dance.

And this measure is not entirely unlike, in possibilities,
scope, and powers conferred, the Ogpu of Russia wherein
a system of spying was set up among Government workers
and among the citizens themselves and wherein the citizen
who murmured against the Government would reap the wrath
of the Ogpu. Brother spied against brother and wife
against husband and citizens could not even mutter to them-
selves lest a spy be at their elbow. Agents of one section
did not know the identity of the agents of another. The
Ogpu is not entirely a police unit. Its members are spies
in the Government departments, in hotels, in factories, to
report against anyone uttering complaint against the admin-
istration. The police branch of the Ogpu merely carry
out the terror.

Once such power contained in this reorganization bill is
concentrated in the hands of one man, every employee on
the pay roll of the Government could be forced to become a
“yes” man and a worker in the political vineyard of the
administration. The head of every department would labor
under the cloud of having his bureau or unit yanked out
from under the wing of that Government branch where it is
located and become a misfit in some other isolated branch
of the Government. This would be a threat held over the
head of every branch of the Government—*“If you are nof
‘right’ the President will reorganize you.”

Purges would be as frequent in this country under such a
system as they are in Russia, and if you do not think there
have already been some patronage purges in the United
States of America read the Recorp for the remarks of certain
Members of Congress who were denied their patronage be-
cause they were not “right” with their chief.

I am not only fearful what might happen in the next 2
years if this bill is enacted but also what might happen in
the years beyond that under other Presidents; and we do
hope to exist under future Presidents. The President who
would be the first to administer this act if it is passed now
by Congress has stated that he has none of the qualifications
which would make him a successful dictator, and yet he
uttered this statement while the papers were still printing
his attack upon sincere citizens and organizations exercising
their right of petition under arficle I of the Constitution.

Under this bill the President could reorganize the various
police units of the Federal Government into one gigantic
politico police force that would make tkz iron rule of the
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Redcoats against which our forefathers revolted resemble
a petty pastime. PFurthermore, there are already whisper-
ings in the Navy Department that after these civilian units
are reorganized the “reorganizamania” will be spread to the
Navy. In the past 30 years the Navy has set up its own
promotion system, and advancement was made under the
scrutiny of a board of high naval officers. But as the reor-
ganization scourge spreads we may soon find the fleet aban-
doning training abroad, leaving our insular fortifications, and
coming home to vote every 2 years or sailing one of our
harbors where the populace has not been too friendly to the
administration.

Unless some provision is inserted in this reorganization bill
to exempt the Federal Bureau of Investigation against ex-
ecutive and political tampering, we face the danger of having
the morale of that organization diminished and the grip of
organized crime on the throats of our citizens will be
tightened.

STANDARDS OF G-MEN HIGH

The Federal Bureau of Investigation has extremely high
requirements for its agents, and unless it is permitted to
maintain those high standards without fear of political con-
tamination the efficiency of the organization cannot be main-
tained.

Let me point you to the fact that 83 percent of the
Bureau'’s investigative force have had legal training and that
533 of the 680 special agents hold university degrees. Most
of the other agents are expert accountants. Of the 533 I
have mentioned, 293 have one degree, 223 have two degrees,
14 have three degrees, and 3 have four degrees. Show me
any other unit in the Federal Government having such a
high rate of university degrees per capita. Show me any
other unit of government{ that has such high entrance re-
quirements for its positions. In order to qualify for the po-
sition of a special agent the applicant must be a graduate
of a law school of recognized standing or be an expert
accountant,

You who are members of the bar know what your require-
ments are with reference to the privilege of practicing law
and sitting on the bench. Mr. Hoover, in his management of
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, requires and applies
the same standards of intelligence in the apprehension of
the criminal and the preparation of the case to be pre-
sented before the bench and the jury as you require in legal
training.

For too many years in this country we have been operat-
ing on an out-of-balance system which established high
requisites for those prosecuting and judging criminals, but
we paid too little attention to the requirements and train-
ing of the men upon whom we placed responsibility of coping
with murderers, robbers, kidnapers, and other merchants of
misery and their ilk.

Crimes are solved and criminals captured, except in a few
blundering instances, because the law-enforcement officers
assigned to the cases exercised superior intellect. The rack-
eteer, the kidnaper, and the murdered cannot cope for long
with the intelligence which is brought into the Federal
Bureau of Investigation and with that independence of po-
litical fear under which the F. B. I. agents operate. It takes
intelligence and intelligence gets the man. That is why Mr.
Hoover has found his requirements must be so high. In
other words, the point I wish to make is that you cannot
civil service crime catching.

Few other Federal institutions, aside from the Army and
Navy, provide regulations which compel these Government
workers to engage in frequent training to keep abreast with
the times. In the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the agents
are not only subject to rigid requirements upon admission
but they must then engage in intensive schooling for weeks
before they are ever assigned to a job. Then even after they
become agents they are required to participate in retraining
courses in order that they may be fully aware of the rapidly
changing developments in the field of criminal methods and
law enforcement.
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F. B. I. FREE OF POLITICS

Since its inception the Federal Bureau of Investigation
has been entirely free from national political contamination.
It has been unmolested ‘in its effort to cope with crime. Under
such a system it unquestionably was responsible for placing
a strangle hold on the throat of the kidnap racketeers who
flaunted their acts in the faces of our citizens a few years
ago. Are we now to throw down the bars and make an un-
holy alliance between the Federal Bureau of Investigation,
the criminal and the politician? To those of you sponsoring
this bill, I say give that a thought.

This Bureau is already under the Classification Act and
it has extremely high requirements of personnel ability yet
it would be subject to Presidential control as to personnel un-
der this bill.

It is proper to point out at this point the extensive train-
ing course required of every agent of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation. Before an agent ever sets foot on the trail of
& criminal he must in preparation for his work, attend the
Bureau’s training gchool for months.

The Federal Bureau of Investigation Police Academy is
second to none in the entire world when it comes to training
men assigned to the responsibility of protecting the lives of
citizens against the demons of the underworld. Included
in the course of study are lectures made by highly trained
investigators, by college professors, and by experienced lec-
turers. The new special agents are given training in crime
simulation in a special department where a fictitious crime
is committed and clues placed as might be left by a criminal.
They are also given hypothetical cases upca which they can
demonstrate their training and ability. Classrooms are bee-
hives of activity as crime solution problems are worked out
on the blackboards, Scientific training is also given these
men in fingerprinting, ballistics, and other medern improve-
ments in crime detection. The Bureau maintains one of the
most modern laboratories of its kind in the world. With
further reference fo this fine training school, let me here
state that requests are coming from many foreign police
departments to permit their officers to attend this school.

In addition to the school for the Bureau’s own agents, the
Department has set up the National Police Academy to which
the States, counties, and municipalities may send their officers
for intensive 12 weeks of training on the condition that a
police school for local officers will be set up by the student
attending the F. B. I. National Police Academy. Incidentally,
the seventh graduating class from this school has just re-
ceived diplomas from the Attorney General, making a total
of approximately 250 police officers from the various parts
of the United States who have received training here in
Washington under the direction of our highly qualified
G-men, It further means that our local crime-prevention
efforts will be increased by the setting up of 250 local police-
training schools to better fit our law-enforcement officers for
their work.

The bill squarely presents to us for answer these questions:
Is all of the effort heretofore expended by the Federal Bureau
of Investigation to become as clay placed in the hands of
the President to be twisted or broken up as he sees fit?
Shall all of these scientific developments of the Bureau be-
come playthings of the politicilans? The bill will permit
these very things happening. The Bureau could even be
abolished by being reorganized into some other unit. If
we act wisely, we will keep the F. B. L divorced from politics.

The two amendments which I shall offer, Mr. Chairman,
will be to exempt the F. B. 1. from the provisions of this bill.

Mr, ALLEN of Illinois, Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Those of us who know the gentle-
man best know that besides being a politician, the gentle-
man is a businessman. We know that the gentleman has
been an efficiency expert in governmental organization and
we know that he has been an accountant. It has been said
here by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WoopruM], an ocut-
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standing Democrat and probably the best-informed person on
governmental departments, that in his opinion this reorgani-
zation bill would cost the taxpayers of the United States a
fixed sum of from one billion to three billion dollars a year.
I would like to know the gentleman’s conclusion in regard to
that statement.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Insofar as the organization and estab-
lishment of a permanent welfare department and giving it
a place in the Cabinet is concerned, and as the gentleman has
said, based on experience in public accounting in the reor-
ganization of State departments and large corporations, I
am satisfied in my own mind that the creation of that de-
partment will increase our welfare costs to an extent which
makes the remarks of the gentleman from Virginia rather
conservative.

Mr. ALLEN of Ilinois. We have heard a great deal about
propaganda and all that sort of thing. Does not the gen-
tleman believe that probably the reason the people of this
country are up in arms is because they are paying enough
taxes and do not want to pay any more?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I think that is correct, and I may say
that for the first time since I came to this House, which has
not been many years, although we have had many big issues
under consideration here, the clerk, the waitress, the farm
laborer, the shop worker, the poor man, the rich man, the
woman who scrubs the floor, and people who represent every
walk of life, have sent me hundreds and hundreds of peti-
tions, letters, and telegrams, and in the last few days
my office has sent out several thousand answers to these
protests. It is a different type of response to anything
I have ever seen before, and it has come to my office as
if it sprung from mother eéarth herself, and I do not believe
there is any type of propaganda in this world, from the
standpoint of sheer propaganda, that could whip the people
in my distriet into making such a protest against a piece of
legislation,

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Reep].

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chairman, if the other
Members of the House at this late hour feel as I do, I
sympathize with them because I know they are tired, and
while I would like to discuss this measure at some length, I
feel I owe it to you men at this time to be rather brief.

It is a very easy matter when a great public question is
before the House to lose sight of the real issue involved. It
is not difficult for a person to work himself into a passion
and beat the air, but in the consideration of all proposed
legislation there are certain realities that ought to be
considered.

I am taking the floor at this time with no thought of
partisanship whatever. This is one of the most important
measures that has come before Congress and perhaps that
will come before Congress for some years. There must be a
reason why people are writing letters in large volume to their
Members of Congress at this particular time. It is not an
answer to say that it is propaganda, even though some of it
may be. I am only repeating what others have said, that
they have received thousands of letters from people in all
walks of life protesting against this measure.

Why this sudden interest in this bill? Let me tell you, and
this is no criticism of anybody at all. The world is in a
disturbed state of mind and has been for some time. If has
been referred to as post-war insanity. Nations are at each
other’s throats, and those who are fighting could not tell
the issue if they were called upon to define it. After the
World War, what happened? Couniries were heavily in
debt. Their debts piled up until finally it became necessary,
or at least the leaders of those nations thought it was, to
print money, and immediately its purchasing power went
down.

The people had the money in their hands, but saw their
endowments, insurance policies, their daily wages, and
everything else turning to ashes in their hands. Misery
followed, and suffering and starvation; and, Mr. Chairman,
that is just the time when power begins to concentrate,
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Whether men are ambitious or not, power concentrates, con-
centrates into a few hands and finally into one hand, and
then there has to be a victim, and there always has been
under such conditions. It is true in many parts of the
world today. Who are the victims? They are the minority,
whether racial or religious. They are the ones who are in-
evitably persecuted, persecuted by the majority because of
their suffering and their distraught state of mind. We must
not forget this. It is brought about because of conditions.
It is because of certain conditions of suffering and unrest.
Our national debt is increasing, State debts are growing,
private debts are becoming unbearable, and they will con-
tinue to increase under the present bill. Bureaus will be
piled up, and gradually there will be a concentration of
power. When concentration of power forces these condi-
tions, over which, apparently, this Congress has had no
control, then will begin persecution. Look around, if you
will. Classes of people, races of people in foreign countries,
are being persecuted, their property confiscated, their money
taken so that they cannot even leave the country, starving,
their condition brought about as the result of concentra-
tion of power.

I will admit that in normal times perhaps this bill would
not have caused a ripple, but right now the people at home
know just as much about world affairs as we do. They are
reading, they are studying, they are listening to the voices
over the radio. They are studying conditions world-wide,
and they are saying to themselves: “There is a group of men
we are going to trust.” I can say, and I think this was re-
peated on the floor before, that up to now the people who
sent you here have had absolute confidence in you. They
then would have trusted you to settle their estate, to act as
guardians of their children. They entrusted to you certain
powers, not fo act as a general agent but as a special agent,
to exercise powers you should defend and which they expect
you to defend—the power to legislate is one of them, a power
you cannot delegate, and they do not mean that you shall
delegate it. They were willing to trust you in these disturbed
times in the world. They are turning to you now individu-
ally and collectively, asking you to preserve, protect, and de-
fend their rights; and they are saying this to you right now
as they think of conditions that exist and the persecutions
and the starvation and the misery throughout the world due
to concentration of power. They are hoping, praying that
you as their representatives will not grant power to any man
no matter how good nor how wise, because they know there
is not infallibilify in human kind in this world. If you obey
the voice of your people who sent you here, you will never
at this particular juncture delegate one iota of power that
belongs, in the final analysis, to the sovereign people, power
of which you are sworn trustee. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr, BRADLEY].

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, it was not my intention.
to take the floor to discuss this bill until some 15 or 20
minutes ago. Up to that time I had intended to adhere to
that intention, but, after the remarks of the gentleman from.
Maine [Mr. BRewsTER], which again brought the matter of
education into this debate, I thought it was perhaps time, at
least for the purpose of the Recorp, that we be frank about
this matter. I wish there were more Members present at this
moment. I should like particularly to have those present
at this time who for some reason or another have been
instilling fear in the minds of the American people with
reference to the educational provisions of this bill.

A gentleman on the Republican side made the statement
shortly after the remarks of the gentleman from Maine [Mr,
BrewsTER] that the committee was forced to sponsor these
amendments because it feared the bill would not pass without
them. Let me tell you something about the real situation.
Because I was informed last Thursday that an attempt
would be made to instill fear in the minds of the American
people, and because I was also told that certain Members of
this House were going to conduct a fight against this bill by
reason of the fact, so they claimed, that it would extend the
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authority of the Federal Government into the field of educa-
tion, I contacted the agency which is designated and set up
here in Washington—which agency is charged with the duty
of scrutinizing legislation to determine whether or not it
might affect the educational system or other institutions
of the Catholic Church.

I was told, as were other Members of this bedy, that there
was nothing in the bill that they were the least apprehen-
sive about, that they were not opposed to it, and that their
attitude was the same as it would be with regard to any
other routine legislative measure, namely, that they had no
interest in the matter. They also resented the attempt by
those in and out of Congress fo put this bugaboo before
the American people.

Let me say in passing that the attempt has also been
made to convince certain of our citizens that the public-
school system might be in danger of Federal control. On
Thursday I went to the chairman and the members of the
committee and told them it was my purpose to introduce
amendments, for the purpose of testing the sincerity of those
who were stating they were opposing the bill because of the
claim it would extend the authority of the Federal Govern-
ment in the field of education. The committee told me they
would not oppose the amendments if I offered them, because,
they said, there was nothing to be concerned about whether
or not that language was in the bill.

On Friday, members of the committee came to me and
said they thought, in order that the House might be in-
formed of its position in the matter, that they would
themselves sponsor the amendments. That was before the
vote on the previous question on Friday night.

Then we heard an address by a clergyman in Detroit and
that was followed by a statement of his superior who hap-
pens to be chairman of the National Catholic Welfare Con~-
ference, which I repeat, is the agency which maintains
offices here in Washington to scrutinize legislation which
might affect the educational institutions or other interests
of that church. What did he say? He, Archbishop Mooney,
repudiated in its entirety the charges of the clergyman in
Detroit with respect to the apprehension which might exist
on the part of that church that their educational institu-
tions would be in danger through any provisions of this bill.
He stated in no uncertain terms that there was nothing he
could see to arouse any fear in the minds of anyone who
has any real interests in those institutions. That is the
real attitude of those who have authority to speak as con-
trasted with the attitude of self-appointed spokesmen.

I have no quarrel with anyone who is opposing this legis-
lation on sincere grounds.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the genfleman
3 additional minutes.

Mr,. BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, I can easily see how some
good, sincere people might be apprehensive and send com-
munications to their Members of Congress because of a
fear that had been instilled in their minds. I think that
any action by an individual or a group of individuals which
instills fear and prejudice in the minds of the American
people for purposes of their own is despicable and cannot
be condoned under any circumstances. The sincerity of
those who claim they are opposing the bill because of the
possibility of the extension of Federal authority in the field
of education will be tested by their votes for or against final
passage of the bill, when the amendments are incorporated
in the measure, which will insure that there will be no trans-
fer of the Office of Education and no extension of authority
to it. If they then vote against the bill, it will be difficult
to understand why they claimed their opposition was solely
because of their interest in the educational institutions of
the country. [Applause.]

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr, BAaTES].

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, I desire to express my per-
sonal opinion with reference to what I consider to be some
of the essential principles involved in this legislation. First
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of all, through the many years of experience I have had in
public life, now in its twentieth consecutive year, I have
always been under the impression that any bill that had as
its objective the reorganization of governmental depart-
ments would also have as its real object economy in gov-
ernment. Obviously no evidence has been presented on the
floor of the House that has convinced me to that effect, but,
quite to the contrary, I am convinced that there would be
no economy resulting from this legislation.

I am quite sure that the sentiment of the people in this
country is very much opposed to the continual delegation
of the powers of the Congress to the Chief Executive of the
Nation, or to anyone else.

They are becoming deeply concerned about conditions in
the Nation today, and about which we hear so much lately
When we stop to consider how the personnel in the depart-
ments of Government has increased down through the past
few years until at the present time there are in the neighbor-
hood of 700,000 people on the pay rolls of the Government,
we can have some idea of the power that ic to be placed in
the hands of the President if he is given full authority to
coordinate, consolidate, reorganize, segregate, and even abol-
ish the departments of the Government and the positions
of those who are employed in such departments.

I have always been led to believe the civil service is one of
the outstanding departments of our Government, not only
lending efficiency and economy to the Government as a whole
but protecting the jobs and the positions of those who work
for the Government. The proposed change suggested in this
bill will, in my opinion, greatly impair the efficiency of this
department, The Comptroller General's office, which has for
the last 16 years played such an important part in reconciling
the expenditures of the Government with the law, is under
this bill about to be abolished.

I have had some experience in recent years with the
Comptroller General’s office, because, as the head of one of
our cities in Massachusetts, I have had much to do with the
Federal Government insofar as enterprises along the line of
public works are concerned. In every one of those activities
the Comptroller General held a strong hand. He saw to it
that the project itself and the money that was to be ex-
pended were in full conformity with the law.

I was a member of the Massachusetts Legislature in 1920
when the State government was reorganized and we had as
our objective then economy in government. Today in that
State every bill that goes through for payment must go
through the department of administration and finance,
which is somewhat akin to the office of the Comptroller
General in the Federal Government, before it is approved
for payment.

When we stop to think how the current expenses of the
Government have been increasing down through the last few
years from $2,700,000,000 in 1934 to an estimate this year of
rising $8,000,000,000, it seems to me if there was justification
in the establishment of the Comptroller General’s office 16
years ago for the purpose of holding a firm hand on the ex-
penditure of Federal money, then today there is 10 times the
reason for the continuation of that office in view of the tre-
mendous expenditure that is now taking place from the
Federal Treasury.

Mr, Chairman, we are told on the floor of the House by
a member of the majority party, whom every one of us
respects for his knowledge of Government finance and his
general ability, that by the establishment of the new depart-
ment of public welfare at least a bollion dollars more a year
will be added to the current expenses of the Government,
and he further states it may reach two or three billions.
Surely this is not economy. Congress is composed of men
whom I feel are experts in every line of human endeavor.
It seems to me that the Congress is well qualified to take on
the work of reorganization of the Government itself, and
working in close cooperation with the President of the United
States should produce good results. To admit anything else
is to admit we are incompetent to perform the duties and
responsibilities we are sent here to perform.
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The march of events in Europe and elsewhere within the
last few years has attracted the attention and the interest of
the people of this country.

They have become alarmed at the possibility that such
events might happen here. A feeling of fear and unrest has
enveloped the minds of the people of this Nation; they look
with apprehension at the further delegation of the powers
of the Congress to the Chief Executive. The continual
granting of these powers and their concentration in the hands
of one man, no matter who he may be, is a dangerous risk
this Congress ought not to be continually taking. By this
bill we are transferring power to the President in addition
to the power we have already transferred to him. We are
therefore gradually destroying the independence of the legis-
lative branch of the Government.

Mr. Chairman, for the brief reasons I have illustrated here
today, I am very strongly opposed to the passage of this bill.
[Applause.]

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
genfleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Stackl,

Mr. STACEK. Mr. Chairman, there are not many Members
around now, so you can be calm and collected in listening
to the few words I have to say.

My understanding of a Representative is that he is the
servant, first, of all the people in his district, and then of all
the people in the Nation, to do their reasonable bidding. The
platform on which I ran in 1934 and 1936 was that, if and
when I was elected to Congress, I would try to be the servant
of the people of my district. I am conscientiously satisfied
that at least I have honestly tried fo do that.

I hate to think that this so-called reorganization bill is
resolving itself into a religious fight. I would rather consider
that we were interested in it and considering it from an
American angle. I was a soldier and I learned something
about the tactics of war. I have heard it said and have
read that in some cases it may be better for a general com-
manding an army to retreat rather than advance, even
though by advancing he may win a victory, if such victory is
won at the expense of tremendous casualties, I am telling
the Chairman of the Committee, the Speaker of the House,
and the President of the United States, who, according to
my philosophy of government, is also the servant of the peo-
ple, that if he is the man of the heart that I think he is he
will withdraw this bill and save the casualties that are going
to be brought about next November.

I come from the city of Philadelphia. It is my city by
adoption, and I make the statement here and now, notwith-
standing that the distinguished gentleman, Congressman
BrADLEY, is here, that a Democratic Congressman from Penn-
sylvania who votes for this bill has, in my judgment, a tre-
mendous handicap to overcome at the polls next November.

This is not a question of my religion alone. If Mr. Brap-
LEY or anybody else wants to take the trouble to look at yes-
terday’s REcorp and examine my remarks, he will find several
letters there from Protestant ministers in my district.

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STACK. Gladly.

Mr. ENUTSON. The gentleman must concede that the
opponents of this legislation have at no time dragged in the
religious issue. That has been dragged in by the other side;
am I right?

Mr. STACK. I perfectly agree with that.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STACK. Gladly.

Mr. BRADLEY. I think it is quite the reverse. Any
injection of that issue into this debate has been from the
opponents of the measure and they are responsible for the
fear being instilled in the minds of the American people,
for no reason at'all except their endeavor to obscure what-
ever their own motives might be——

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. STACK. Not now. Let me answer the interrogation
of my colleague from Philadelphia. My motives for op-
posing this legislation are chiefly American and for the
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protection of our institutions. But I believe exactly op-
posite to what you say and I am diametrically opposed to it.

Mr. BRADLEY. That is pretty good—you believe exactly
and diametrically different.

Mr. STACE. To what you say.

Mr. BRADLEY. Now, you explain that to me.

Mr. STACK. You say the people who are opposed to this
bill forced the religious issue. Is that your point?

Mr. BRADLEY, It has reached such a point that the
gentleman has so confused himself, I do not know what he
is talking about. You say you believe exactly and you are
diametrically opposed.

Mr. STACK. Yes; I believe in this measure exactly op-
posite to you and am diametrically opposed to your position.
You are for the bill, are you not? Well, I am against it.
You mentioned Father Coughlin’s name I believe.

Mr. BRADLEY. I did not mention the gentleman’s
name.

Mr. STACK. You inferred the reverend gentleman's
name.

Mr. BRADLEY. That is quite right.

Mr. STACEK. Do you remember that day in the spring,
1936, when you had a little conversation with me over the
phone?

Mr. BRADLEY. At your suggestion.

Mr. STACK. And you begged and pleaded with me to get
Father Coughlin’s endorsement, agreeing at the same time to
sign the pledge fo go along with the Social Justice 16 points.
You got the endorsement for the primary election of 1936
after you had signed the pledge, but, for reasons known to
yourself, the endorsement did not go over to the November
election for you. Instead the Honorable Clare G. Fenerty, a
former Member of this House, got the endorsement.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr, STACK. I will yield to my distinguished friend from
Kansas.

Mr. LAMBERTSON. The gentleman who is your colleague
over there said that the opposition had injected this educa-
tional feature into the bill. Did not the distinguished Chair-
man up there say on the floor that he begged the committee
to take it out?

Mr. STACK. Possibly, he did.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STACK. Not now. As I see it, the real opposition to
this bill was brought about because of fear and the fear
was increased because of the gag rule that was enforced,
or tried to be enforced in the consideration of the bill when
it first came on the floor. This proposed legislation meant
to do many things that the country was afraid of, and
rightly so, particularly the proposed establishing of a new
department of welfare, which all classes seem to fear. The
American Legion, the Veterans of Foreign Wars, and the
Military Order of the Purple Heart, and veterans in general
are opposed to this particular feature of the bill. The
American Federation of Labor, who were denied a hearing
before the committee when this bill was being considered,
are also opposed to the bill and in my humble judgment,
all the citizens of the United States are opposed to the bill
and my advice to the leaders of my party is to forget about
the bill, pigeonhole it, and start considering real legislation
such as H. R. 9628. I am so convinced that the position
that I have taken on this bill is so right that I expect my
following in my district will be increased by at least 10,000,
as I told the distinguished gentleman from Philadelphia,
[Mr. BrapLEY], in private conversation.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ALLEN].

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, during recent
years we have seen Hitler in Germany, Mussolini in Italy,
Stalin in Russia, and other dictators grab many powers from
the people. While they have been doing this the President
of the United States during the past 5 years has not been
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any piker. What powers has Congress granted the Presi-
dent of the United States during the past 5 years? They
have given him, under the plea of emergency, the power—

To issue $3,000,000,000 of bank notes as he pleases.

To regulate as he pleases the acquiring and holding of
gold, its transportation, treatment, import, and export.

To decree the free and unlimited coinage of silver at any
ratio he sees fit.

To devalue the dollar again if he likes.

To dictate the Nation’s relief policies and determine the
rate of pay granted to W. P. A. workers.

To spend, under the Emergency Relief Act of 1936, billions
of dollars, virtually as he chooses.

To operate as he likes a secret fund of $2,000,000,000 for
stabilizing the dollar and maintaining Government bond
prices.

To raise or lower the tariff at will, within 50 percent, on
any import he selects.

To conclude reciprocal trade treaties without submitting
them to Congress.

To suspend trading on every stock exchange in the
country for 90 days, at his discretion.

To control, through the Treasury and the Federal Reserve
System, the Nation’s supply of credit.

To use the cash paid into the social-security reserve fund
to meet current deficits.

To control the Nation’s agricultural production, under a
system of loans, benefits, and penalties for farmers.

To decide, when he likes, that a conflict abroad is a “state
of war” or that it “threatens or endangers the peace of the
United States,” and thus put into effect a complicated
system of embargoes, which he may modify or terminate at
his discretion.

_ Those, Mr. Chairman, are the additional powers that have
been granted the President since 1933 in addition to the
tremendous powers that he had before that time.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the President asks for more power.
He has asked for this reorganization bill which would place
an additional $1,000,000,000 of burden on the taxpayers of
this country. It gives him power to abolish or combine
Federal departments and agencies at his discretion.

To control the Federal civil service by abolishing the
Civil Service Commission.

To spend, as he sees fit, the moneys appropriated by
Congress, without previous check by a Comptroller General
and subject only to an audit after the money is spent.

To extend and strengthen his personal authority over all
Government corporations and over the hitherto independent
Federal commissions.

And these are still other powers that Mr. Roosevelt is
asking urgently of Congress:

To control labor, industry, and business by a complicated
wage and hour law.

To set up, under a law creating seven new authorities
in seven districts, seven new collectivist experiments like the
T. V. A, all run personally by him. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Massachusetts [Mrs. RoGers].

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I shall
be very brief for I know the Members have had a long,
hard day and are tremendously tense over this legislation.

I have been asked to bring to the attention of the House
two or three things. Yesterday the distinguished chairman
of the Civil Service Committee, the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. RamspPEcK], stated that the reason the postal employees
had not been more vocal against this bill was because
they had such a very high regard for the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Meap]. I was asked by postal employees to
say to the House today that the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. Ramspeck] was absolutely correct, that the postal em-
ployees were, in fact, very much opposed to this measure but
they did not want to hurt the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Mean], who had been so kind to them in matters of
legislation.
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The Federal employees of the American Federation of
Labor have come out strongly against the measure.

I also have been asked to say to the House that many of
the women of the country, the women who worked so hard
to secure a woman as one of the Commissioners on the Civil
Service Commission, are entirely opposed to a one-man ad-
ministration. The first woman appointed to the Civil Serv-
ice Commission by President Woodrow Wilson was Mrs. Gar-
diner. There followed fine women as Commissioners, Mrs.
Jessie Dell, and at present Lucille McMillan is the woman
Commissioner. The hundreds of women workers in the Gov-
ernment believe that they have a right to one member of
that Commission. This feeling is shared by women all over
the country. I hope the Members will bear this in mind
when we reach the civil-service feature of the bill and vote
to put a bipartisan commission back in the measure. There
is little chance that a woman would be appointed if there
were a single administrator.

Let me remind the House that the Civil Service Commls-
sion is in charge of 600,000 classified employees and 300,000
nonclassified or political appointees. I want to remind you
that from 1932 to 1937 the major items of work, such as
ecxamining, have increased from 100 percent to 300 percent.
In the fiscal year 1937 they worked overtime 47,900 hours
and this was done in an administration that has talked so
much about good hours for workers. They put out no prop-
aganda, Mr, Chairman, saying what they accomplish.

I think it is the only department in the entire Govern-
ment that does not have a publicity bureau. Mr, Chairman,
you will agree with me, and you were a member of the
Civil Service Committee at one time, that the civil service,
with a small appropriation, undermanned, without a propa-
ganda bureau, with many protests and threats lodged against
it by politicians and others, has done a remarkably fine job
during past years. In fact, for the 55 years of its long life
but especially so the past few years, when the volume of
work has been terrific.

I hope this great army of workers will not be needlessly
harassed, needlessly frightened. It is said an amendment
may be agreed to that may improve the civil-service section,
but the whole bill should be defeated, because if the bill
is amended and passed, it will then go to conference and
the Senate will probably put back the objectionable features.

Mr. Chairman, I speak for a great many people from whom
I have heard. The letters I have received have not been
propaganda letters. They are letters from people who wish
to discuss these matters in a frank, fearless, open way, as is
their right under the Constitution. They are people who
wish to discuss this proposition with the person they sent
to represent them on the floor of this Congress. I have
always welcomed letters from my constituents. I have always
felt flattered they talked over so many matters with me. I
spoke against this reorganization bill over the Columbia
Broadcasting Co. on Sunday last. Telegrams and letters have
come to me from all over the country since then, all but one
asking for defeat of the reorganization bill; all expressing the
belief that this is no time to pass a reorganization bill. The
duty of the President, the duty of the Congress, is to try to get
the country out of the depression, to try to get the people
back to work, and fto try to keep the peace at home and
abroad.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, some statements have been had on the
floor by the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Vinson] to the
effect that the part of the Budget and Accounting Act having
reference to the Comptroller General is unconstitutional.
Frankly, I may say that I have studied that question quite
carefully and I have received the opinions of many able
lawyers on the subject. I am satisfied it is absolutely con-
stitutional and when we get back into the House I am going
to ask unanimous consent to insert in the Recorp at this
point two letters, one from Silas Strawn, a great constitu-
tional lawyer of Chicazo, and the other from Hon. Henry L.
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Stimson, of New York, another great constitutional lawyer,
on this particular subject.

[Here the gavel fell.] :

The letters referred to follow:

WINSTON, STRAWN & SHAW,
Chicayo Apﬁl 23, 1937.
Hon. Joun TABER
Congress of the United States,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. ConcrEssMan: I beg to acknowledge your letter of
April 17 requesting my opinion on the constitutionality of the
provisions of the Budget and Accounting Act (Act of June 10,
1021, c. 18, sec. 804, 42 Stat. 24) as amended, empowering the
Comptroller General to make audits and fix the balances of the
executive departments, with particular reference to the follow-
ing inquiries: (1) Is the Compfiroller General set up by the act
as the agent of Congress? and (2) if he is the agent of Congress,
can he, within the Constitution, nevertheless discharge the duties
of auditing and fixing the balances of the books of the executive
departments?

I am happy to advise you of my opinion, long entertained and
recently confirmed by the BSupreme Court's decision in the
Humphrey case (295 U. 8. 602), that the Budget and Accounting
Act is valld and constitutional.

Turning now to your specific inquiries, it is my opinion that
the Comptroller General is the agent or special representative of
Congress and that the duties conferred upon him are such as
Congress may constitutionally confer upon him.

While the act itself does not expressly designate the Comptroller
General as the agent of Congress, an analysis of the powers con-
ferred upon him by the act clearly shows that the principal
purpose of title III there roviding for the General Accounting
Office, was to create a’ ve agency entirely independent of
the Chief Executive mt would effectively be able to prevent
Executive departures from the terms of appropriations made by
Congress and to enable Congress to its fiscal respon-
sibility by insuring that its appropriation orders were fully com-

lied with.
¥ This intent of Congress in enacting the legislation is also evi-
denced by the discussion and debates in Congress when the bill
was under consideration and by the language and terms of the
act itself. The act declares that the office shall be “independent
of the executive departments” (sec. 301). It also provides that
the Comptroller shall carry out his responsibilities “without direc-
tion from any other officer” (sec. 304), and that he shall report
directly to Congress (sec. 312).

Furthermore, there are numerous provisions directing the Comp-
troller to act for Congress as a fact-finding agency in the matter
of Investigating the conduct of affairs by the executive depart-
ments and recommending legislation by which a more effective
control of public expenditures may be achieved. See, for example,
section 812 of the act (31 U. 8. C., sec. 53) providing for the

of certain investigations and reports desired by Congress.

A study of the act, so far as it deals with the General Ac-
counting Office, demonstrates a conviction on the part of Con-
gress that it should have its own agency through which it might
effectively discharge its responsibilities for public expenditures.

Prior to the decision by the Supreme Court of the Humphrey
case (295 U. 8. 602), it was sometimes contended that the Budget
and Accounting Act was unconstitutional under the decision of
the Supreme Court in the case of Myers v. United States (272 U. 8.
52) on the theory that the Comptroller General was a public official
and, under the terms of the act (sec. 303) was not removable by
the President. In thisconnection it should be noted that the Hum-
phrey decision flatly limited the holding of the Myers case to the
proposition that the President’s power of removal relates only to
executive officers, and held that the President does mot have the
unqualified right to remove an officlal whose functions are of &
legislative and judicial quality rather than of an executive quality.

It is also inte to note the opinion of James M. Beck,
former Solicitor General of the United States, who argued the
Myers case In the Supreme Court, that it was doubtful that the
President could remove quasl legislative officials. Thus, the New
York Times (November 7, 1926) attributes the following language
to Mr. Beck:

“Moreover the decision does not decide whether or not there
may not be a class of officers who are not in strictness executive
officers. For example, the Federal Trade Commission is chiefly a
fact-finding commission to aid Congress in formulating legisla-
tion. The Interstate Commerce Commission is a fact-finding com-
mission which discharges the so-called legislative duty of imposing
reasonable rates upon carriers. The Comptroller General is re-
garded as the special representative of Congress in seeing that its
appropriations are faithfully disbursed.

“Can the President remove such quasi-legislative officials? This
decision (Myers v. United States) is not conclusively upon this
po[nt and properly so, for no case of this character was before the

(W. F. Willoughby's The Legal Status and Functions of
the Geueral Accounting Office, etc., p. 15.)

This comment foreshadows the Humphrey decision (295 U. B,
602) where the Court (p. 631) cites James Madison's view that
the duties of the Comptroller of the Treasury “partock of the
judiciary quality” in support of the proposition that the Presi-
dent’s unlimited power of removal does not extend to other than
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executive officers. Madison's opinion to this effect can be found
in 1 Annals of Congress, columns 611-612,

The possible guestion remains as to whether or not the powers
conferred upon the Comptroller General are powers granted ta Con-
gress or to the President. Under the ‘separation of powers"
theory, the necessity of maintaining each of the three general de-
partments of government free from control of either of the other
two is not open to question. It is my opinion that the powers
delegated to the Comptroller General, including the power to audit
and fix the balances of the executive departments, are not powers
bestowed by the Constitution on the Chief Executive, but powers
conferred by the Constitution on Congress.

Article I, section 9, clause 7 of the Constitution provides:

“No money shall be drawn from the Treasury but in conse-
guence of appropriations made by law; and a regular statement
and account of the receipts and expenditures of all public money
ghall be published from time to time.”

This provision makes Congress solely responsible for the ex-
penditure of public moneys. That the responsibility of giving
orders as to the expenditure of public moneys involves taking the
action necessary to see that full compliance with its orders is had,
seems obvious, particularly in view of the ‘“necessary and proper”
clause of article I, section 8, clause 18 of the Constitution. Re-
sponsibilities do not end with the giving of orders, but with their
proper execution.

For the proposition that the Comptroller General is exercising
legislative powers constitutionally bestowed upon him and that
such powers do not viclate the “separation of powers" theory, see
W. W. Willoughby's The Legal Status and Functions of the Gen-
eral Accounting Office of the National Government, pages 31-38, in-
clusive. It is interesting to note that this book was written after
the decision by the Supreme Court of the Myers case (272 U, 8.
52) and before the decision by the Supreme Court of the Hum-
phrey case (2056 U. 8. 602), which limited the Mpyers case, as
indicated above, and expressly disapproved various dicta in that
opinion which went beyond the proposition to which the case is
now limited.

In addition to the power conferred on Congress by article I,
section 9, clause 7, quoted above, I wish to stress the point that
the Oonstltution vests Congress with the administrative power.
Although the Constitution is silent with respect to the exercise
of such power, except for incidental references to the executive
departments, it was undoubtedly the intention of the framers of
our Constitution that supreme administrative authority should
be given Congress and not the President. W. W. Willoughby's
Constitutional Law of the United States, Students’ Ed., 1912, pages
478-479. This constitutional authority of to retain final
administrative control has been amply sustained by the courts.
See United States v. Kendall (5 Cranch, O. C. 163, Fed. Cs. No.
16517); and Kendall v. United States (12 Peters 524), Y

The doctrine of these early cases has never been disturbed,
and is supported by the recent Humphrey decision (295 U, 8. 602),
which evidences the impotency of the Presld.ent to interfere with
the administrative agencies set up by Co

Accordingly, the argument that the audltu:l.g and fixing of execu-
tive balances represents an exercise of Executive power is without
legal foundation and is unsound. Admittedly, certain functions
of the Comptroller General are administrative in character, but
to conclude from this that in carrying out such duties the Comp-
troller is exercising power conferred upon the Executive is with-
out merit. This argument loses sight of the distinction between
executive and administrative powers and fails to recognize that
the source of administrative power resides in Congress. While
Congress can delegate its administrative power to the President,
it is under no compulsion or direction so to do.

The provision of the act (sec. 312) authorizing the President
to request reports from the Comptroller General is plainly in-
cidental to the main purpose of the act and is merely in further-
ance of the quasi-legislative or quasi-judicial powers of the Comp-
troller as the special representative of Congress. See the optnlon
in the Humphrey case (295 U. 8. 602, p. 628).

When the duties of the prese:nt Comptroller were exerclsed by
the Comptroller of the Treasury, the office was subordinate to that
of the Secretary of the Treasury, and there was always the pos-
sibility that if the Comptroller’s action ran counter to the desires
of the Secretary or the President, he might be removed from office.
This circumstance meant that in fact the Comptroller of the Treas-
ury was under the coercive control of the President, and that in
fact the President could impose his will on Congress in violation
of its constitutional responsibilities and of the * tion of
powers" theory. Thus, the chief purpose of title III of the Budget
and Accounting Act creating the General Accounting Office was
not to change or add to the duties formerly performed by the
Comptroller of the Treasury and the six auditors for the depart-
ments, but to secure the independence of the General Accounting
Office from the executive departments, and to make it directly
accountable to Congress. This purpose, in fact, is in furtherance
of the “separation of powers" theory.

Admitting that the physical custody of public funds is in the
hands of the executive officer known as the Treasurer, nevertheless,
the legal custody of such funds s conferred upon Congress (art.
1, sec, 9, clause 7, quoted above) and ahould not be subject
to indirect Executive influence.

The fact that the President has power to appoint the Comp-
troller General no more indicates that the Comptroller is an
executive officer than the fact that because the President must
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appoint Pederal judges they are ipso facto executive officials sub-
ject to removal by the President. Turning again to the Humphrey
case (295 U, S. 602), the Court, after analyzing the powers of th2
Federal Trade Commission and concluding that that body is an
administrative body whose “duties are neither political or executive
but predominantly quasi-judicial and quasi-legislative" (p. 624),
said at page 629:

“The authority of Congress, in creating quasi-legislative or
gquasi-judicial agencies, to require them to act in discharge of
their duties independently of executive control cannot well be
doubted; and that authority includes, as an appropriate incident,
power to fix the period during which they shall continue in office,
and to forbld their removal except for cause in the meantime.
For it is quite evident that one who holds his office only during
the pleasure of another cannot be depended upon to maintain an
attitude of independence against the latter's will.”

Again, at page 630, the Court, after restating the doctrine of
the “separation of powers” and quoting Justice Storey for the
proposition that neither of the departments *“ought to possess,
directly or indirectly, an overruling influence in the administra-
tion of their respective powers,” said:

“The power of removal here clalmed for the President falls
within this principle, since its coercive influence threatens the
independence of a commission, which is not only wholly discon-
nected from the executive department, but which, as already fully
appears, was created by Congress as a means of carrying into oper-
ation legislative and judicial powers, and as an agency of the
legislative and judicial departments.”

While the constitutionality of the Budget and Accounting Act
is not controlled by the Humphrey decision, nevertheless, certain
parallels can be drawn between that act and the act creating
the Federal Trade Commission under consideration in the
Humphrey case. The Budget and Accounting Act may be sald to
implement the fiscal powers of the Federal Government in the
same manner that the Federal Trade Commission (and other
Federal agencies) implements the commerce powers of Congress.

The inherent reasonableness of the Budget and Accounting Act
as & proper means of carrying out the will of Congress is confirmed
by the acquiescence of the executive department in the enforce-
ment of the act over a period of nearly 16 years, and is likewise
confirmed by the presumption of constitutionality that protects
all congressional enactments. I am unable to find any sub-
stantial basis for the view that the provisions of the act under
consideration are other than constitutional.

From the foregolng I categorically answer ihe questions as
stated by you in the order propounded:

First. As to whether or not the Comptroller General is set up
by the Budget law specifically as the agent of Congress.

The Comptroller General is clearly constituted the agent or spe-
cial representative of Congress under the Budget and Accounting
Act

Second. As to whether or not, if he is set up as the agent of
Congress, can he still perform the functions of auditing and fix-
ing the balances upon the books of the executive departments
under the Constitution.

The Comptroller General, as the agent of Congress, can consti-
tutionally perform the functions of auditing and fixing the
palances upon the books of the executive departments.

Very truly yours,
Bras H. STRAWN.

THIRTY-TWO LIBERTY BTREET,
New York, April 26, 1937.
Hon. JoEN TABER,
Select Committee on Government Organization,
House of Representatives, Washington, D, C.

Dear Mge. Taser: I received your letter of April 17th and have
succeeded in giving the questions to which you called my atten-
tion some consideration. I submit herein some rather informal
observations In order for you to be able to see, after you have
read them, whether you desire any more careful decision of my
views or more formal expression of them to you.

The question seems to have arisen beca
the Budget and Accounting Act in creating the Comptroller Gen-
eral conferred upon him some functions which were in aid of the

.’:ll%ls!atlve branch of the Government and others which were in.

of the executive, I have examined the hearings of the
Special Commiftee on the Budget in 1919, before which I was
myself a witness, and also the reports of that committee in pre-
senting its bill as well as the successor bill to Congress, and
the debates which then took place upon this subject. While my
examination has necessarily been cursory, I think that there can
be no question that it was one of the most important, if not the
most important purpose of Congress to create an officer who
should represent and assist Congress in its consideration of the
t and of appropriations made thereunder, and who in
rforming these duties should be entirely free from Executive
domination or influence, Thus Mr. Good, the chairman of the
committee, in the debates upon both the original bill of 1919
and the second bill which resulted in the present law in 1921 sald
of the Comptroller: “This officer is to be the arm of the Congress”
(ConorEsSsIONAL REecorp, p. 1080, vol. 61; CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
p. 8610, vol. 59).

In creating such an officer the committee apparently had in
mind as a prototype the office of the British comptroller and
auditor general who exercises similar functions on the part of the
House of Commons In respect to the budget of Great Britain.
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This British officer, while appointed by the Crown and

during good behavior, can be removed from office only upon
address from both Houses of Patliament and is considered solely
responsible to the House of Commons and entirely independent
of the treasury and all executive departments.

The principal function of this British officer is to make it pos-
sible for the House of Commons to check up on the financial
operations of the Cabinet. This work is purely a postaudit
performed affter the expenditures have been made and is in no
sense executive or administrative. He has no concern with keep-
ing general accounts but merely searches, inquires, and reports to
the House or its committees (see testimony Willoughy before
Select Committee on the Budget hearing, 66th Cong., 1st sess.,
p. 64; see also The Budget in Governments of Today, Buck,
Pp. 271-274). In his performance of these duties he is purely,
as Mr. Good said, “an arm of the legislative branch” unembar-
rassed by any relations with the executive.

In the case of our Comptroller General, Congress not only gave
him powers similar to the foregoing to be performed for the legis-
lature but transferred to him the powers which had formerly
been exercised by the Comptroller of the Treasury and his six
auditors (Budget Act, sec, 304). These duties included some
which were clearly executive, such as the duty of rendering on
the Executive’s request under the Dockery Act of 1894, advance
decislons as to whether a future payment should be made. Such
a decision on its face would be entirely different from the Comp-
troller's function as an arm of Congress and it would seem in-
evitably to disqualify him from thereafter impartially criticizing
for the Congress that particular payment after it had been made.
Under the British system such advance decisions or preaudits
are made, not by the Comptroller and Auditor General, but by
:tuln_om.cer of the Treasury itself; 1. e., by a branch of the execu-

ve.

Although I have not In detail considered it, I should say also
that the American Comptroller General’s function of stating the
balances of the executive departments would be similarly a purely
executive function and might also be embarrassing to his func-
tion as the arm of Congress in eriticism of the Executive. These
points have always seemed so clear to me that when I was a wit-
ness before Mr. Good's committee in 1919 I ecautioned them against
combining such preaudit and postaudit functions in any officer
whom they might create to assist the ess (see hearings before
Select Committee, p. 644, 66th Cong., 1st sess.).

In the first bill the Congress, in pursuance of its desire to make
the Comptroller General entirely independent of the executive,
provided that he should be removed only on concurrent resolution
of the Congress. President Wilson vetoed that bill on the und
that the Constitution required that such removal should be vested
solely in the President. The present bill was then passed provid-
ing for removal by joint resolution; that is, by action of both the
Executive and the Congress. Apparently the constitutionality
of this last provision has never been passed upon by the courts.

In the light of the foregoing I should be inclined to answer your
two inquiries, as follows:

First. I think that the Comptroller General is set up by the
Budget law specifically but nof exclusively as the agent of Con-
gress. There are combined with his duties as such agent certain
functions which he exercises for the Executive.

In answer to your second question, my first impression 1s that,
whatever the wisdom of the step, it would probably not be un-
constitutional to combine in the Comptroller the two classes of
functions which we have mentioned; that is, of making investiga-
tions and reports for the Congress to assist it in its legislative
duties and of making investigations and rendering decisions for
the Executive in the performance of its executive functions. It
does not seem to me, offhand, that the function which he exer-
cises for the Legislature is in itself a legislative act. It is merely
the ascertainment of facts to ald the Legislature in performing
such legislative acts. Therefore his position is not open to the
objection of combining purely executive and purely legislative
acts in one officer or body. (See Springer v. Philippine Islands,
277 U. 8. 189, at 202-3). Without having made any thorough ex-
amination of the authorities, I do not see, offhand, any constitu-
tional reason which would prevent the creation of an independent
officer upon whose investigation and findings in their respective
spheres, both the Executive and Legislature might predicate their
respective constitutional action.

But I am not prepared to say that the existing method of the
removal of the Comptroller General is a constitutional method.
He is an officer of the United States, appointed by the President
on the advice of the Senate. He exercises some functions which
are purely in aid of the Executive and some which are purely in
aid of the Legislature. Thus far the Supreme Court has gone
merely to the extent of holding that “purely executive officers”
could be removed only by the President (Myers v, United States,
272 U. 8. 52, as limited by Humphrey's Ezecutor v, United States,
205 U. 8. 602).

The Court further has held that, in respect to an officer or board
exercising quasilegislative and quasijudicial powers combined with
the exercise of certain executive functions which were merely
collateral to the discharge and effectuation of such above-men-
tioned quasilegislative and quasijudicial powers, it was competent
for the Congress to restrict his removal by the President to a
removal for inefficiency, neglect of duty, or malfeasance in office
(Humphrey’s Executor v. United States, 205 U. 8. 602).

Between these two points actually declded in the foregoing cases
the Court avowedly left undecided, for future action, a zone of
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possible cases. So far as I am aware, the Court has never held
that would be permitted to share with the executive
power by joint resolution the removal of an officer of the United
States. In fact, in the Humphrey case counsel relled upon the
fact that Congress ddid not so share in the removal power as
ground for arguing that the statute involved in that case was
constitutional.

I therefore cannot advise you that the method provided in the
present Budget law for the removal of the Comptroller General
is constitutional. I am inclined to think that there is great
danger that it might not be so held. But on the authority of
the Humphrey decision it would now seem probably constitu-
tional for to achieve practically the same purpose of

making the Comptroller General an independent officer, free

from Executive domination, by providing that he could not be
removed by the Executive except for inefliciency, neglect of duty,
or malfeasance In office.

I am not sure that the foregoing discussion will be of any
great help to you in your problem. But if there is any further
way in which I can be of assistance, I should be glad to try to
do

BO.
Very sincerely yours, HenrY L. STIMSON.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time
as may be necessary to make a brief statement.

Mr. Chairman, in closing the debate on this bill, I think
every Member of the House must admit there has been a
fair division of time so far as the requests that have been
made on me are concerned. Every Member has been recog-
nized with the exception of two or three who were not here
when their names were called.

I want to urge the Members to be present tomorrow at
noon, because the gentleman from New York [Mr. O'CoNnor]
has announced he will offer an amendment to strike out the
enacting clause, which, if adopted, will kill the bill, as we
all know.

Under the regular rules of the House, but 5 minutes is
allowed on each side for debate. Unless there is a unani-
mous consent agreement the vote will be taken when 10
minutes have been consumed. I sincerely hope, therefore,
that all Members will be present. I have promised that no
unanimous-consent requests would be granted this evening,
and I intend to keep that promise.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COCHRAN. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. First, if a motion to strike
out the enacting clause prevails, no harm is done to the
program of reorganization, because we have already passed
g reorganization bill which is over in the Senate and that
body can go ahead and act. Why we turned this double
somersault by passing a bill the second time, I cannot con-
ceive, nor can certain other Members.

Mr. COCHRAN. The gentleman is too good a parlia-
mentarian not to understand why it is necessary. There is
no use explaining it because he knows as well as I know and

I would be consuming time if I endeavored to explain to

him. .

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I know we passed a bill
providing for reorganization last year that is now over in
the Senate. The gentleman is frying to get us to pass a
bill the second time, so that if we struck out the enacting
clause we would still have the reorganization bill over in
the Senate. On the second point, I hope the gentleman
will be liberal on the motion to strike out the enacting
clause, We ought- to have about 2 hours’ debate on that
motion.

Mr. COCHRAN. I think the gentleman had better appeal
to the Members of the House and not to me, as I am only 1
of 435 Members.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. The gentleman said there
would be only 10 minutes debate, but after the motion is
made a Member may rise and move to strike out the last
word, the second word, the third and fourth and part of
the fifth word.

Mr, COCHRAN. Probably if the Chair recognized gentle-
men, the debate can be prolonged in that way.

Mr, MICHENER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COCHRAN. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. MICHENER. I want to thank the gentleman for what
he said about liberality in debate. The gentleman is &
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splendid man. He is always courteous. May I ask him this:
In view of the fact that he fought every inch of the way to
close debate all along and lost, is he not happy now that he
has lost and that an opportunity has been given the Members
of the House to express themselves regardless of the attitude
of the leadership, as expressed by the gentleman whom I am
addressing?

Mr. COCHRAN, In answer o the gentleman from Michi-
gan, let the Recorp show that when I made the motion to
close debate there was pending but one request that had been
made for time. That request was by a gentleman who had
consumed 30 minutes and had used time even before the bill
was called up in the House.

Mr. MICHENER. I just wanted to know if the gentleman
did not feel better in view of what has happened.

Mr. COCHRAN. I do not think I lost my good nature at
any time since the bill has been up for consideration, and I
do not propose to.

Mr. MICHENER. I am sure of that.

Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman’s feelings would not show
in the REcorp anyway.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr, Chairman, in closing this debate I
want to say in my opinion this reorganization bill is unques-
tionably one of the most important measures to come before
this session of the Congress. For nearly 50 years the need of
reorganization of the Federal departments and independent
agencies has been recognized. A committee was appointed
by the Congress to investigate and to make recommenda-
tions for the reorganization of the Government back in 1875,
another in 1882, still another in 1887, and again in 1893 and
1894. These committees made extensive investigations and
reports, but no action was taken. Theodore Roosevelt, dur-
ing his term of office, urged reorganization, and a committee
of Congress was at work then. During the administration
of President Taft a special Commission on Efficiency and
Economy was created upon his recommendation, but again
nothing came of it. Presidents Woodrow Wilson, Warren
Harding, Calvin Coolidge, and Herbert Hoover all recognized
the great need for improving the executive machinery of the
Government, and urged that something be done about it, but
no changes of any importance were made. All this while
the number of independent boards, commissions, authorities,
administrations, departments, and bureaus was constantly
increasing. In 1932 Congress granted to President Hoover
the authority to make ftransfers and consolidations and
otherwise to reorganize the administrative branch of the
Government by Executive order. This authority was re-
newed in 1933 and granted to President Roosevelt for the
first 18 months of his term. This act of Congress, which
was much broader in scope than the reorganization bill, was
signed by President Hoover on March 3, 1933. President
Hoover recommended that this authority be granted to his
successor in the following words:

We may frankly admit the practical difficulties of such reorgani-
zation. Not only do different factions of the Government fear
such reorganization, but many associations and agencies through-
out the country will be alarmed that the particular function to
which they are devoted may in some fashion be curtailed. Pro-
posals to the Congress of detailed plans for the reorganization of
the many different bureaus and independent agencles have always
proved In the past to be a signal for the mobilization of opposition
from all quarters which has destroyed the possibility of construc-
tive action.

The need for reorganization was never greater than it is
at present. The number of departments and independent
agencies has grown until now there are more than 130. The
Federal Government needs to follow the example of many
of the States and reorganize this vast machinery of overlap-
ping and duplicating agencies and bureaus. To refuse to do
s0 now may mean that it will be left undone for another 50
yvears of futile effort.

It is conceded on all sides by those who are familiar with
the history of the attemptfs at reorganization that the only
way in which it can be brought about is to grant the neces-
sary authority to the President, under such limitations, re-
strictions, and standards as Congress may prescribe. This is
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exactly what is proposed in the pending reorganization bill.
The authority is granted to the President for a limited time—
2 years. The authority granted to the President does not in
any way prohibit the Congress from making any reorganiza-
tion by law which the Congress may see fit to do. Congress
does not in any way give up its authority to reorganize the
executive agencies by direct legislative act.

Why, then, has all this furor and misrepresentation been
raised about the reorganization provision of this bill? If it
was sane and salutary to vest this authority in President
Hoover in 1932 and in President Rocsevelt in 1933, why has
it now become a “dangerous concentration of Executive au-
thority”? I have yet to hear anyone cite a single case of
abuse of this authority by the President when he had it
under much broader provisions in 1933 and 1934, The reason
why a campaign of fear and misrepresentation has been car-
ried on about this provision is now clear. The public has
been led to believe by a widespread campaign of fear and
misinformation that this bill would make the President a
virtual dictator. This campaign is not based upon what the
bill contains. There is nothing whatever in the bill to justify
these charges. There is nothing new or radical in this bill.
All of the authority vested in the President by this bill has
been granted to him on previous occasions. The bill follows
very closely the reorganization provisions which have been
adopted in more than half of the State governments and by
many of our cities.

Let us consider another major provision of the bill.
It provides for a single civil-service administrator and for
a civil-service board of seven members in the place of the
present Civil Service Commission. This change has been
recommended on numerous occasions within recent years
by civic organizations. It was recommended by President
Hoover in 1932. At that time I introduced in the House of
Representatives a bill providing for a single Civil Service
Administrator and no one then criticized the bill on the
ground that it would give too much authority to the Presi-
dent. Last yvear 5 States adopted civil-service laws for the
first time, and in every one of these States provision was
made for a single civil-service administrator. No large
business corporation would think for a moment of setting
up a personnel board headed by a commission of three
members. Business and industrial corporations use a sin-
gle personnel director in order to get efficient administra-
tion. This is exactly what we propose in the Government.
The reorganization bill provides for the extension of the
civil service. In order to extend the clvil service, however,
it is necessary to improve the efficiency of the administra-
tion by placing a single responsible executive officer in
charge.

Ancther major feature of the reorganization bill relates
to auditing and accounting. The bill creates an auditor
general whose business it is to make an independent audit
of the expenditures of the departments and to report to
Congress so that it may know how the appropriations which
it has voted have been expended. I am sure that most of
you will be amazed when I say that Congress has never in the
entire history of this country received an independent audit
report upon the expenditures of the public funds. The pro-
vision in the reorganization bill for a prompt, careful, and
complete audit of every dollar spent by the executive de-
partments is one of the most salutary steps which can be
taken to safeguard public funds. No business concern
would think of going along from year to year without hav-
ing an outside or independent audit made of its books, and
a report to the board of directors. That is exactly what is
proposed in the reorganization bill.

At the present time we have a Comptroller General who is
both a comptroller and an auditor. The result has been that
his time has been taken up with his controlling functions,
and he has not made audit reports to Congress. What we
propose to do is to follow the almost universal practice in
business and in Government: To divide the work of comp-
trolling and auditing and to place the independent audit
under a new official, an auditor general, who will be responsi-
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ble only to the Congress. The Comptroller General, who,
under this bill, will be the chief accounting officer, will be in
the executive branch under the President, Prior to 1921 the
comptroller was in one of the executive departments, the
Treasury. There is nothing dangerous about this change.
It merely follows the most approved principles of financial
management. It is the practice in all business concerns to
place the comptroller under the manager or executive officer.
The safeguards against improper and illegal expenditures
are strengthened by this bill. Yet we have heard all sorts of
misrepresentations about this feature of the reorganization
bill. It has been asserted that it would take away from Con-
gress the control over the purse. Nothing could be further
from the truth. The control by Congress will be greatly in-
creased by this bill, because Congress will have for the first
time an independent audit and a means whereby executive
officers may be held to strict accountability for their use
of public funds. It is interesting to note that the United
States Chamber of Commerce in 1934 made the identical
recommendation. A distinguished committee of outstanding
businessmen headed by Matthew S. Sloan in 1934 stated:

The committee is convinced that accoun -
gated from auditing and that accounting shtt)t‘lgd ﬁoclggtrmizedhe wfn
an agency under the control of the President. Such a system
would provide the administration with machinery necessary to
establish control over expenditures and also afford Congress an

independent agency for checking the fiscal operat
administration. it

L L] L] - . L] .
There should be a General Accounting Office under the
of the President; this office should havegthe responsibility o?ro ?etcl;-l
ganizing the accounting system, standardizing accounting, and |
incorporating those modern features which will afford the t:lsutul

indispensable for a satisfactory periodic check-up and f
fiscal operations (pp. 16 and 18). P control of

The reorganization bill provides for the creation of a De-
partment of Welfare. At the present time there are more
than 30 separate bureaus and independent agencies of the
Government carrying on welfare and health work. These |
activities do not belong in any of the existing 10 departments .
of the Government. This is indicated by the fact that they |
are at the present time spread over practically all of the'
regular departments, As far back as 1923 President Harding
recommended the creation of a welfare department. A joint!
committee of Congress in 1924 recommended its creation.
Everyone knows that the welfare work of the Government has
greatly increased since that time. There can be no satisfac-
tory reorganization of the Government without the provision.
for a welfare department. These activities of the Govern-
ment can be administered with greater efficiency and economy!
if they are located in one department.

I want to quote briefly from Walter Lippmann in his column
Today and Tomorrow of April 5. Walter Lippmann, it will be |
remembered, was a supporter of Governor Landon in 1936,
He has been opposed to many of the New Deal policies. Con-
cerning the reorganization bill, he stated:

So the question for me is whether an essentially good bill
to be defeated, not on its merits but on the gen,:aral groundm:%?:f:
it is a good moment to clip the authority of Franklin D.
Roosevelt. It is the question of whether the end justifies the
means. * * *

But to reach this end by defeating an esseritially good measure,
and to defeat this measure by an agitation that disregards the:
intrinsic merits of the issue is a most undesirable procedure in a
demccracy. To do that is to stoop to conguer and to make the end
justify the means. That is something that the champions of liberty |
in the world today cannot afford to indulge in. For the essence
of popular government depends upon the conviction that issues ,
will be determined by a debate that seeks the truth. And, in the
long run, I cannot belleve that any geood can come from anything
which undermines this conviction.

Mr. Chairman, I move that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr., McCormAck, Chairman of the Com- |
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re-:
ported that that Committee, having had under consideration
the bill S. 3331, had come to no resolution thereon.
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. SIROVICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include a
speech I delivered in the House a few years ago.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr, SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein
a letter addressed to the Members of the House by R. T.
Barry, secretary of the trustees and members of the Group
Health Association, Inc.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Citron] may be
permitted to extend his remarks in the Recorp and to in-
clude therein a letter which he received from the Secretary
of State.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. Leavy asked and was given permission to extend his
own remarks in the RECORD.

Mr. BOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein
a short editorial from the Quincy Herald-Whig, my home
paper.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. KLEBERG] may
have permission to extend his own remarks in the REcorp
and include therein certain data with reference to the for-
mation of bureaus and agencies of the Government.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Kentucky?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include
therein certain newspaper statements and certain excerpts
from hearings.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Kentucky?

There was no objection.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include

therein editorials from the St. Louis Star-Times and the St.

Louis Post-Dispatch.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. ENUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp by inserting three
very short radio addresses made today over station WJSV.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein
a statement by Senator Harry F. Byrp on the costs of gov-
ernment.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend in the Recorp the remarks I made today in Com-
mittee of the Whole and to include therein two letters I
have received.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the reguest of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.
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Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to include in the revision of my remarks
made this afternoon three or four brief telegrams.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from Massachuseits?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, under special order made
on the 31st of March, the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
Hosees] was granted permission to address the House for 30
minutes on tomorrow at the conclusion of the legislative
program of the day. The gentleman from Alabamsa cannot
be here on tomorrow, and he has requested me to ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Mc-
LaveHELIN] may have time granted to the gentleman from
Alabama.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent leave of absence was granted to
Mr. Hosss for 10 days on account of the deaths of his mother
and his nephew.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that that committee had examined and found truly
enrolled bills of the House of the following titles, which were
thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H.R.7836. An act to amend the Agricultural Adjustment
Act, as amended, by including hops as a commodity to which
orders under such Act are applicable; and

H.R.9605. An act to provide for a commissioned strength
of 14,659 for the Regular Army.

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills
of the Senate of the following titles:

S5.284. An act for the relief of Clear Creek Mountain
Springs, Inc.;

S.1448. An act for the relief of the Northeastern Piping
& Construction Corporation, of North Tonawanda, N. Y.;

5. 1660. An act for the relief of Essie E. Leatherwood: and

S.3464. An act to extend the Metlakahtla Indians’ Citizen-
ship Act.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 7 o’clock and
30 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, April 7, 1938, at 12 o’clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS

There will be a meeting of the full open Committee, Naval
Affairs, at 10 a. m. Thursday, April 7, 1938; continuation of
consideration of H. R. 9315, te regulate the distribution, pro-
motion, and retirement of officers of the line of the Navy, and
for other purposes.

COMMITTEE ON THE PUBLIC LANDS

There will be an executive session of the Committee on the
Public Lands, Thursday, April 7, 1938, at 10:30 a. m., in room
328, House Office Building.

COMMITTEE ON RIVERS AND HARBORS

The Committee on Rivers and Harbors will meet Thurs-
day, April 7, 1938, at 10:30 a. m., to hold hearings on H. R.
8327.

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE

There will be a meeting of Mr. MaLoNEY’s subcommittee of
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 10

a. m. Thursday, April 7, 1938. Business to be considered:
Continuation of hearings on 8. 1261—through rates.
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There will be a meeting of Mr. BuLwiNkLE'S subcommittee
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at
10 a. m. Thursday, April 7, 1938. Business to be considered:
Hearings on H. R. 9073—to extend services of the Cape Fear
River.

There will be a meeting of Mr. Excaer’s subcommittee of
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, at 10
a. m. Monday, April 11, 1938. Business to be considered:
Hearings on S. 3255, a bill to regulate over-the-counter
marketing.

There will be & meeting of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 12, 1938.
Business to be considered: Hearing on H, R. 9047—control of
venereal diseases, and other kindred bills.

COMMITTEE ON FLOOD CONTROL

Set forth below are dates, times of metings, subjcts of
hearings, and parties to be heard, with respect to a number
of hearings scheduled before the Flood Control Committee:

The Committee on Flood Control will continue hearings
on Thursday, April 7, 1938, at 10 a. m. Local representatives
of the upper Ohio and tributaries on levees, walls, and reser-
voirs will be heard.

The Committee on Flood Control will continue hearings
on Friday, April 8, 1938, at 10 a. m. Local representatives
of the Los Angeles area will be heard.

The Committee on Flood Control will continue hearings
on Saturday, April 9, 1938, at 10 a. m. Local representatives
of other drainage-basin areas will be heard.

The Committee on Flood Control will continue hearings on
Monday, April 11, 1938, at 10 a. m. Local representatives of
the Red River and tributaries will be heard.

The Committee on Flood Control will continue hearings on
Tuesday, April 12, 1938, at 10 a. m. Local representatives of
the Arkansas River and tributaries will be heard.

The Committee on Flood Control will continue hearings on
Wednesday, April 13, 1938, at 10 a. m. Local representatives
of the White River and tributaries will be heard.

The Committee on Flood Control will continue hearings on
Thursday, April 14, 1938, at 10 a. m. Local representatives
of the Missouri River and tributaries will be heard.

The Committee on Flood Control will continue hearings on
Friday, April 15, 1938, at 10 a. m. Local representatives of
the lower Mississippi River and other tributaries will be
heard.

The Committee on Flood Control will continue hearings on
Saturday, April 16, 1938, at 10 a. m. Local representatives
of the lower Mississippi River and other tributaries will be
heard.

The Committee on Flood Control will continue hearings on
Monday, April 18, 1938, at 10 a. m. Senators and Members
of Congress will be heard.

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES

- The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee will hold
hearings at 10 a. m. in room 219, House Office Building,
on the following bills on the dates indicated:

Tuesday, April 12, 1938:

H. R. 6797. To provide for the establishment, operation,
and maintenance of one or more fish-cultural stations in
each of the States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho.

H.R. 8956. To provide for the conservation of the fishery
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation,
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash-
ington, and Idaho and for the conduct of necessary in-
vestigations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking
operations for these purposes.

8. 2307. To rrovide for the conservation of the fishery re-
sources of the Columbia River, establishment, operation, and
maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Washington,
and Idaho, and for the conduct of necessary investigations,
surveys, stream improvements, and stocking operations for
these purposes.

Thursday, April 14, 1938:

H- R. 8533. To amend section 4370 of the Revised Statutes
of the United States (U. S. C., 1934 ed, title 46, sec. 316).,
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Tuesday, April 19, 1938:

H.R.5629. To exempt motorboats less than 21 feet in
length not carrying passengers for hire from the act of
June 9, 1910, regulating the equipment of motorboats.

H. R. 7089. To require examinations for issuance of motor-
boat operator’s license.

H.R.8839. To amend laws for preventing collisions of
vessels, to regulate equipment of motorboats on the navi-
gable waters of the United States, to regulate inspection and
manning of certain motorboats which are not used ex-
clusively for pleasure and those which are not engaged
exclusively in the fisheries on inland waters of the United
States, and for other purposes.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1217. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting
a letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army,
dated March 25, 1938, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers and fllustrations, on studies and inves-
tigations of beach erosion at Daytona Beach, Fla., made by
the Beach Erosion Board, in cooperation with the State of
Florida, acting through the Engineering Experiment Station,
University of Florida, and the city of Daytona Beach, Fla.,
as authorized by the River and Harbor Act approved July
3, 1930, and the act of Congress approved June 26, 1936
(H. Doc. No. 571) ; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors
and ordered to be printed, with 12 illustrations.

1218. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army,
dated March 4, 1938, submitting a report, together with ac-
companying papers and illustrations, on reexamination of
Hudcon River, N. Y., between Albany and Waterford, re-
quested by resolution of the Committee on Rivers and Har-
bors, House of Representatives, adopted January 27, 1937
(H. Doc. No. 572) ; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors
and ordered to be printed, with two illustrations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. FADDIS: Committee on Military Affairs. S.3590. An
act to amend an act entitled “An act for making further and
more effectual provision for the national defense, and for
other purposes,” approved June 3, 1916, as amended by the
act of June 4, 1920, so as to make available certain other
officers for General Staff duty; with amendment (Rept. No.
2099). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

Mr. HAINES: Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads. H. R. 9601. A bill to amend the acts for promoting
the circulation of reading matter among the blind: with
amendment (Rept. No. 2100). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. ROMJUE: Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads. H. R. 8037, A bill to amend the law relating to
appointment of postmasters; with amendment (Rept. No.
2101). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mrs. O'DAY: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion. H. R. 7793. A bill for the relief of Nicholas de Lipski %
without amendment (Rept. No. 2098). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:
By Mr. VOORHIS: A bill (H. R. 10173) to amend section 5
of Public Law No. 738 of the Seventy-fourth Congress; to the
Committee on Flood Control.
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By Mr. BIGELOW: A bill (H. R. 10174) to amend an act
entitled the “Emergency Farm Mortgage Act of 1933”; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. BOLAND of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 10175) to
provide for the education of all types of physically handi-
capped children, to make an appropriation of money there-
for, and to regulate its expenditure; to the Committee on
Education.

By Mr. EICHER: A bill (H. R. 10176) to amend the anti-
trust laws; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DUNN: A bill (H. R. 10177) authorizing the organi-
zation of a full regiment of colored combat troops as a part
of the National Guard of the State of Pennsylvania; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SPENCE: A bill (H. R. 10178) to amend section 8
of the National Defense Act, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BUCKLER of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 10179) to
amend the Wisconsin Chippewa Jurisdictional Act of August
30, 1935 (49 Stat. 1049) ; to clarify the act, to make it more
equitable, and to extend the time for filing; to the Committee
on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. MAY: Concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 48)
creating a congressional committee to investigate the need
for Government reorganization; to the Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BURDICK: A bill (H. R. 10180) for the relief of
the International Oil Co., of Minot, N. Dak.; to the Commit-
tee on Claims.

By Mr. CLARK of North Carolina: A bill (H. R. 10181)
granting an increase of pension to Mertie Lorain Anderson;
to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. DISNEY: A bill (H. R. 10182) granting a pension
to D. F. MacMartin; to the Committee on World War Vet-
erans’ Legislation.

By Mr. HOFFMAN: A bill (H. R. 10183) granting an in-
crease of pension to Inez Clair Bandholtz; to the Committee
on Pensions.

By Mr. McGRATH: A bill (H. R. 10184) for the relief of
William H. Radcliffe; to the Committee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

4761. By Mr. ENGEL: Petition of Harry L. Doty, Maurice
M. Ward, Arthur E. Versluis, Wilford Hinshaw, and others,
of Traverse City, Mich., protesting against the levying of
any excise or processing taxes on primary food produets; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

4762. By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: Petition of the Ellis
County Agricultural Association of Waxahachie, Tex., favor-
ing legislation to pay cotton farmers full parity prices for
their 1938 cotton crop: to the Committee on Agriculture.

4763. Also, petition of Earlie H. Brannon, of Teague;
Otis Strange, of Bynum; Rupert C. Robertson, of Kosse;
and Frank P. Merryman, of Easterly, all of the State of
Texas, favoring House bill 8893; fo the Committee on World
War Veterans’ Legislation.

4764. By Mr. KEOGH: Petition of the Interstate Air-
ways Committee, Washington, D. C., concerning House bill
9738; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. :

4765. By Mr. MAVERICK: Petition of over 1,000 peti-
tioners, protesting against the passage of House bill 9604, in-
troduced by Mr. Mav, of Kentucky; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

4766. By Mr. PFEIFER: Petition of the Brooklyn Asso-
ciation for Improving the Condition of the Poor, Brook-
lyn, N. Y., urging the passage of Senate bill 2819; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.
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4767. Also, petition of the Interstate Airways Committee,
Washington, D. C., concerning the Lea bill (H. R. 9738); to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

4768. By Mr. QUINN: Resolution of the Tarentum District
Industrial Union Council, Tarentum, Pa., R. E. Weems, re-
cording secretary, opposing the Copeland-Bland bill (8. 3078),
and demanding that Harry Bridges and the International
Longshoremen’s Union be given a hearing before the Senate
Committee on Commerce; to the Committee on Labor.

4769. By Mr. RICH: Petition of citizens of Bradford, Pa.,
protesting against the passage of Senate bill 3331, the re-
organization bill; to the Committee on Government Organi-
zation.

4770. By Mr. HANCOCK of New York: Resolution adopted
by the Chamber of Commerce of Cortland, N. Y., in opposi-
tion to the reorganization bill; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Organization.

SENATE

THURSDAY, APRIL 7, 1938
(Legislative day of Wednesday, January 5, 1938)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.
THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BarkLEY, and by unanimous consent,
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar
day Wednesday, April 6, 1938, was dispensed with, and the
Journal was approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the President of the United
States was communicated to the Senate by Mr. Latta, one
of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House
had agreed to the amendments of the Senate to the hill
(H. R. 7448) to provide for experimental air-mail services
to further develop safety, efficiency, and economy, and for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the House had agreed
to the concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 28) authorizing
the Special Committee to Investigate Unemployment and
Relief, United States Senate, to have printed for its use
additional copies of the hearings on the resolution (S. Res.
36) creating a Special Committee to Investigate Unemploy-
ment and Relief.

The message further announced that the House had
agreed to concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 47), in which
it requested the concurrence of the Senate, as follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concur-
ring), That the Notes to the Rules of Civil Procedure for the
District Courts of the United States, prepared under the direction
of the Advisory Committee on Rules for Civil Procedure, be
printed as a House document; and that 26,000 additional coples
shall be printed, of which 17,000 copies shall be for the use of

the House document room and 8,000 copies shall be for the use
of the Senate document room.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the Speaker had af-
fixed his signature to the following enrolled bills, and they
were signed by the Vice President:

S.284. An act for the relief of Clear Creek Mountain
Springs, Inec.;

S.1448. An act for the relief of the Northeastern Piping
& Construction Corporation, of North Tonawanda, N. Y.;

S.1660. An act for the relief of Essie E, Leatherwood;

S.3464. An act to extend the Metlakahtla Indians’ Citi-
zenship Act;

H.R.7836. An act to amend the Agricultural Adjustment
Act, as amended, by including hops as a commodity to which
orders under such act are applicable; and

H.R. 9605. An act to provide for a commissioned strength
of 14,659 for the Regular Army.
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